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Thesis Summary 
This thesis is written as a collection of four research papers through which the application 
of attachment theory was examined within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. Chapter 
1 provides an introduction to the thesis. Chapter 2 reviews specific research literature to establish 
the research area and to outline the structure of the four studies presented in this thesis. 
Chapter 3, study 1 is the first of the four empirical research chapters that aimed to explore 
the utility of attachment theory within the context of the coach-athlete relationship with 309 
student athletes’. Specifically this study aimed to explore (a) the coach as a potential attachment 
figure, (b) the associations of athletes’ attachment styles with such important variables as 
satisfaction with the relationship and satisfaction with the sport, and (c) the process by which 
athletes’ attachment styles and satisfaction with sport are associated. Coaches were viewed as an 
attachment figure fulfilling all three functions of secure base, safe haven, and proximity 
maintenance. Athletes’ avoidant and anxious attachment styles were associated with both 
relationship satisfaction and sport satisfaction. Further, athletes’ satisfaction with the coach-
athlete relationship was found to be a mechanism that links athletes attachment styles with sport 
satisfaction.  
Chapter 4, study 2 expanded study one by examining the dyadic effects of coaches’ and 
athletes’ attachment styles on the perceptions of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship (i.e., 
closeness, commitment and complementarity) and relationship satisfaction. Coaches’ and 
athletes’ avoidant attachment styles were associated with their own perception of relationship 
quality and coaches’ and athletes’ perception of relationship quality were associated with their 
own perception of relationship satisfaction. Further, athletes’ avoidant attachment style  were 
associated with their coaches’ perceptions of relationship quality and for coaches’ perceptions of 
relationship quality on athletes’ perceptions of relationship satisfaction. The need to develop a 
sport specific self-report measure of coaches’ and athletes’ attachment styles was a key finding 
of study one and two.  
Chapter 5, study 3 expanded on study 2 by developing and validating a sport specific 
self-report measure of athletes and coaches attachment styles, namely the Coach-Athlete 
Attachment Scale (CAAS). Instruments that measure attachment styles within other contexts 
were identified and items relevant to the three attachment styles of secure, avoidance, 
anxiousness were highlighted and slightly modified to represent attachment towards a coach or 
vii 
 
athlete.  The content validity of the selected items was reviewed by an expert panel. Statistical 
support for the criterion and construct validity of the coach and athlete version of the CAAS was 
demonstrated using a sample of 405 coaches and 298 athletes. Evidence was also found for the 
internal consistency/reliability of the CAAS.  
Chapter 6, Study 4, aimed to examine whether aspects of relationship quality (i.e., 
support, depth and conflict) can explain the links between athletes’ attachment styles and well-
being (i.e., positive and negative affect) while employing and cross-validating the psychometric 
properties of the newly developed Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CASS). The findings 
provided evidence that interpersonal conflict is a potential mechanism that transfers the effects of 
athletes’ attachment styles on positive and negative affect respectively. Interpersonal conflict 
emerged as a process that transfers the effects of athletes’ attachment styles onto athletes’ 
feelings of happiness or unhappiness. 
 Chapter 7 discusses the general findings arising from the research chapters, presents the 
central theoretical and applied implications, identifies the limitations of the research programme, 
and provides suggestions for future research.  
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                                                                    Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Prior to commencing my studies for a PhD at Loughborough University, I trained as a 
figure skater for over 10 years. During this period, I trained on average five to six hours a day, 
six days a week. During this intense training regime, I was exclusively coached by one 
individual who became a significant figure in my life. My coach had a profound influence on my 
personal growth and well-being as well as my athletic development and performance success. 
My coach was an individual who I often sought proximity to on a regular basis. In particular, I 
looked to my coach during difficult and stressful events such as competitions and annual test 
events. I relied upon my coach as a base for exploration of difficult and complex moves, and as a 
safe haven during stressful encounters such as injury, illness and failure at major events. In 
essence, we developed a significant bond that allowed us to continue a relationship that was 
based upon mutual trust, respect, love, commitment, loyalty and honesty.  
The intense and (potentially) nurturing environment of figure skating also allowed me to 
observe and experience the relationships that my coach and peers developed with one another; in 
addition I was exposed to other coach-athlete relationships that existed within the arena. In light 
of these observations and experiences, I was often intrigued by the different interpersonal 
dynamics between each coach-athlete dyad, and how these differences in relational dynamics 
seemed to have a significant impact upon the skaters’ sense of well-being. It was not until I 
began to study the theoretical propositions of the coach-athlete relationship and consider 
attachment theory, that I realised these differences in relational dynamics could have been by-
products of a person’s individual difference characteristics. In particular, these individual 
differences appeared to be heavily influenced by coaches’ and athletes’ personality 
characteristics such as attachment styles.  
This chapter provides a brief overview of the significance of the coach-athlete 
relationship and the development of research studying the interpersonal dynamics within the 
relationship. Further, this chapter emphasises the importance of advancing research by 
investigating individual difference characteristics within the context of the coach-athlete 
relationship.  
 
1.1. Importance of the coach-athlete relationship 
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Athletes develop numerous interpersonal relationships during the lifespan of their career in 
sport. These relationships can involve team members, coaches and scientific support staff; whilst 
other relationships evolve as a result of athletic participation (e.g., friends, mentors, and family). 
According to Lyle (1999; 2002), coaches are perceived  to be central figures in all aspects of an 
athlete’s career; in particular they influence aspects of athletes’ preparations for competition, 
performance success and ongoing development (Durand-Bush & Salmela, 2002). In other words, 
sport fosters the development of multiple relationships; however, it is most likely that the coach-
athlete relationship will have the greatest influence upon training processes, performance 
outcomes, satisfaction, and success due to the frequent and intensive interactions that comprise 
the nature of the relationship (Poczwardowski, Barott, & Henschen, 2002; Wyllemann, 2000).  
Recently, National Governing Bodies and Organizations including Sports Coach UK 
(2008) and the Department of Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS, 2000) have both acknowledged 
the importance of the coach-athlete relationship by integrating related content into their coach 
education programmes. Further, the significance of the coach-athlete relationship has been 
supported by anecdotal evidence from athletes themselves in addition to the formulation of 
theoretical models that have provided a wealth of research evidence. Examples of anecdotal and 
research evidence are illustrated below. 
 
1.1.1 Anecdotal evidence.  
The significance of the coach-athlete relationship has often been highlighted in both 
athletes’ and coaches’ comments about their coach-athlete relationships. For example, in an 
interview with BBC News, football star Wayne Rooney discussed how the former England team 
manager Sven-Goran Eriksson had developed rewarding and satisfying relationships with his 
players that were based on mutual trust and respect. Furthermore, Sir Clive Woodward (2004), 
outlined in his autobiography that the relationship between the coach and athlete was an 
important aspect of a winning team. The success of the 2003 Rugby World Cup was largely 
attributed to the leadership style of Clive. The significance of the coach-athlete relationship was 
further reinforced by Clive Woodward during an interview with the BBC at the Beijing Olympic 
Games; he emphasised how important it was for both the coach and athlete to be on “parallel” 
lines with one another in order to succeed.  
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Another example of the significance of a coach in an athlete’s life was illustrated during 
the critical event that caused tennis legend Pete Sampras to lose control of his emotions and his 
service game against Jim Courier in a quarter-final of the 1995 Australian Open. After being 
diagnosed with brain cancer, coach Tim Gullikson, collapsed from a stroke during the Australian 
tournament and had to return home. During the fifth set of the match a spectator yelled out “win 
it for your coach, Pete!” Saddened by his coach’s illness Pete Sampras then began to visibly cry 
during the match. Despite such feelings of despair and sadness, Pete won the quarter finals. What 
this highlights is the emotional bond that Pete had developed and shared with his coach as well 
as the emotional impact that his coach’s illness had on his state of mind.   
Thus, the significance of the coach-athlete relationship may be most evident at times of 
crisis. Another profound example of the emotional bond between an athlete and a coach was 
witnessed at the 2010 winter Olympic Games in Vancouver, where Canadian figure skater 
Joannie Rochette suffered the personal tragedy of her mother’s unexpected death in the days 
leading up to her final on ice performance. After learning of her mother’s passing and 
subsequently going on to deliver the performance of her life, Joannie Rochette crumpled into the 
arms of her coach. In addition to the mental strength that Joannie displayed, what emerges from 
this dramatic story is how a strong and effective coach-athlete relationship can guide an athlete 
to success during critical periods. In an interview with CBC sports (March, 2010) Joannie 
Rochette’s coach, Manon Perron said, “ knowing her so well for so many years, I know what 
button to push, I know what she will take and not take.” Coach Manon Perron further discussed 
how this knowledge and understanding of her athlete helped her create a “bubble” and a 
formulated plan that helped keep Joannie focused and on track for performance success. 
 
1.1.2 Research evidence.  
From a research perspective, the significance of the interpersonal dynamics between the 
coach and athlete has been reflected in many theoretical frameworks and accompanying research 
that have been published since the 1970’s through to the beginning of the 21st century. This 
research has been forwarded in an attempt to expand knowledge and understanding of the nature 
of the interpersonal dynamics between coaches and their athletes. For example, Smoll and 
Smith’s Mediational Model (MML; Smoll & Smith, 1989) and Chelladurai’s Multidimensional 
Model of Coach Leadership (MDML; Chelladurai & Carron, 1978; Chelladurai, 1993) provided 
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an impetus for much of the early empirical research in the field. Employing diverse 
methodologies (e.g., self-report instruments and systematic observations), the findings of 
research related to these models have supplied a wealth of insightful information that surrounds 
the importance of the coach-athlete relationship and informed the making of policy including 
codes of conduct and coach education. However, sport leadership theories and the research 
accompanying them have not been without limitations. Many researchers have levelled criticisms 
against leadership theories on the basis that their primary focus on coach or leader behaviours 
limits the scope of the research and inevitably downplays the examination of other important 
interpersonal facets such as feelings and thoughts (e.g., Iso-Ahola, 1995; Jowett & 
Poczwardowski, 2007; Poczwardowski, Barott, & Jowett,  2006; Wylleman, 2000). Moreover, 
Wylleman (2000) proposed that the uni-directional perspective that has dominated the sport 
leadership literature is inadequate as it ignores the bi-directionality or reciprocity (i.e., the give 
and take) that is inherent within coach-athlete interactions. As a result relational specific models 
have provided diverse insights into the bi-directional nature of the coach-athlete partnership. 
These have included Wylleman’s (2000) three-facet model of acceptance-rejection, dominance-
submission, and socio-emotional factors; Poczwardowski et  al.’s (2002) qualitative-interpretive 
framework; Mageau and Vallerand’s (2003) motivational model; and Jowett’s (2007) 3 + 1 Cs 
conceptual model.  
The 3+1Cs conceptual model has sustained concerted research interest and has been 
developed in an attempt to describe the content and quality of the dyadic coach-athlete 
relationship (see Jowett, 2005, 2007). Furthermore, research associated with this conceptual 
model has found that the quality of the coach athlete relationship as defined by perceptions of 
closeness, commitment and complementarity has been linked to important outcomes including 
relationship satisfaction (Jowett & Don-Carolis, 2003), satisfaction for sport (Jowett & Nezlek, 
2011), passion for sport (Lafreniere,  Jowett,  Vallerand, Donahue, & Lorimer, 2008), team 
cohesion (Jowett & Chaundry, 2004), empathic accuracy (Lorimer & Jowett, 2009), athletes’ 
performance accomplishments (Jowett & Cockeril, 2003), athletes’ motivation  (Olympiou, 
Jowett & Duda, 2008), and efficacy beliefs (Jackson, Grove & Beauchamp, 2010). 
 
1.2. Understanding Individual Difference Characteristics within the Context of the Coach-
Athlete Relationship 
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Theoretical models and research that surrounds the coach-athlete relationship have often 
acknowledged that individual difference characteristics play an important part in influencing the 
interpersonal dynamics of the coach-athlete relationship including relationship quality as well as 
subsequent related outcomes (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978; Smoll & Smith, 1989; Jowett & 
Poczwardowski, 2007). Beginning with the MDML that was proposed as a framework to study 
leadership effectiveness and suggests that effective leadership is based upon a series of 
interactions between the leader, group members as well as situational constraints;  the model also 
suggests that antecedent factors including leader and athlete individual difference characteristics 
(i.e., maturity, past experiences, age, gender and personality) may influence a leader’s actual 
behaviour and the athlete’s preferences for leadership behaviours. However, research employing 
the MDML that has focused on individual difference characteristics has mainly explored the 
effects of age and gender (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978; Riemer & Toon, 2001; Wang, 1997). 
Similarly, the Mediational Model of coach leadership (MML: Smoll & Smith, 1989) which 
focuses on athletes’  perceptions of and their attitudes towards their coaches’  behaviours also 
incorporated individual difference characteristics such as age, gender and personality 
characteristics as potential moderating variables. Similar to the MDML, research investigating 
individual difference characteristics has focused on athlete characteristics including age and 
gender (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978; Riemer & Toon, 2001) in predicting athletes’  preferred 
behaviour. Although personality characteristics have been highlighted as important moderating 
and mediating variables, in both leadership models, research has neglected to examine other 
important characteristics such as coaches’ and athletes’ personality characteristics.  
In an attempt to combine the similarities between the sport specific relational models 
previously outlined, Jowett & Poczwardowski (2007) proposed an integrated research model to 
illustrate the factors that may influence, or be influenced by coaches’ and athletes’ affective, 
cognitive and behavioural components of the coach-athlete relationship. Within this model, 
Jowett and Poczwardowski (2007) highlight individual difference characteristics as antecedent 
variables including age, gender, experience, and personality as important variables that may have 
the capacity to determine or influence interaction patterns of the coach-athlete relationship and 
the quality of this relationship in general. To date, research that has focused on examining 
individual difference characteristics in influencing the interactions patterns and quality of the 
coach-athlete relationship has mainly focused on age, gender and experience (Jowett & Clark- 
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Carter, 2006; Jowett & Don-Carolis, 2003; Olympiou, Jowett & Duda, 2008). Despite both 
leadership and relational models highlighting personality characteristics as a potential important 
individual characteristic, research remains limited. To date, only two studies (Yang & Jowett, 
2011; Jackson, Dimmock, & Grove, 2011) have attempted to examine inherent personality 
characteristics such as the big five personality characteristics (e.g., openness, conscientiousness, 
extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism) in influencing the quality of the coach-athlete 
relationship.  
 
1.3 Future Research and the Present Thesis 
While research surrounding individual difference characteristics and their role in the coach-
athlete relationship has generated valuable information, there is still need for further exploration, 
especially pertaining to the role of personality characteristics. Poczwardowski and colleagues 
(2006) proposed that major theories from allied disciplines may be helpful in addressing some of 
the interpersonal complexities that underlie the interactions between coaches and athletes. As a 
result, this thesis sought to align a major theory from the domains of personality and social 
psychology with sport psychology research in order to advance the study and practical utility of 
the coach-athlete relationship.  
One of the most well established frameworks for understanding personality development 
within human relationships is Bowlby’s (1969/1982) attachment theory. Originating with the 
study of relationships in infancy the theory of attachment has evolved to consider the role of 
individual differences in personality characteristics, namely attachment styles (secure, 
anxiousness and a voidance) in influencing the interaction patterns and quality of numerous adult 
relationships. Furthermore, within the wider personality and social psychology literature, 
attachment theory has been useful in explaining some important relational outcomes including 
relationship satisfaction (Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney, 2004) and well-being (Torquati & 
Raffaelli, 2004; Van Buren & Cooley, 2002). 
Therefore, the purpose of this thesis is to address the gap in the sport psychology research 
literature that relates to the role of individual difference characteristics by applying attachment 
theory to the study of the coach-athlete relationship. Through four related studies, the aims of 
this thesis were to: 
• Explore the role of the coach as an attachment figure.  
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• Examine the links between athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles, indices of 
relationship quality and well-being. 
• Develop and validate a sport specific measure of athletes’ and coaches’ attachment 
styles. 
• Investigate further the links between athletes’ attachment styles, relationship quality 
and well-being through the use of a context specific attachment scale. 
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
The aim of the current research programme was to examine the application of attachment 
theory within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. This second chapter of the thesis 
provides a review of the literature, which is organised into two main sections, both of which are 
designed to establish the research area and to outline the structure of the thesis. These two 
sections surround: (a) the theory of attachment and (b) the significance of the coach-athlete 
relationship.  
  
2.1. Basic Tenants of Attachment Theory 
Attachment theory was pioneered by John Bowlby (1969/1982, 1973, 1979) to explain 
the origins of social behaviour and emotional bonds formed between infants and their primary 
caregivers (also labelled attachment figures). In the development of attachment theory, Bowlby 
(1969/1982) drew on concepts from ethology, cybernetics, developmental psychology and 
psychoanalysis. Firstly, attachment theory grew out of Bowlby’s experiences of studying 
juvenile delinquency in boys (Bowlby, 1944) and through his psychoanalytic training, work as a 
family clinician and as a reporter for the World Health Organisation (WHO), where he was asked 
to report on the mental health of London’s homeless children. It was Bowlby’s findings of strong 
associations between early maternal separation and maladaptive social behaviour that influenced 
the early formulations of attachment theory. Bowlby was also heavily influenced by evolutionary 
theory and his colleagues in the field of ethology. For example, Bowlby followed the work of 
Lorenz’s (1952) ideas about imprinting, which highlighted the tendency for newly hatched 
gosling birds to instinctively follow the first moving object seen. In addition, Bowlby was also 
influenced by the work of Hinde (1966) and Harlow (1959), who shown that animals ties to their 
mother were not entirely due to classical conditioning based on feeding, but rather on a 
fundamental instinctual behavioural system that has a goal to increase security and survival. In 
addition to ethology, attachment theory also integrates ideas from psychodynamics and object-
relations theory, of which purport that an individual's personality is shaped by their environment 
and the context of early caregiver-infant interactions, which profoundly affect how the child 
organizes their world.   
Thus, heavily influenced by ethology and evolutionary psychology, Bowlby (1969/1982) 
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introduced and explained attachment theory as an evolutionary adaptive “behavioural system”. In 
his seminal trilogy, Bowlby (1969/1982, 1973, 1980) conceptualised the attachment behavioural 
system as an innate psychobiological system designed by natural selection to motivate infants 
and children to seek proximity to primary attachment figures, (usually the mother) during times 
of need. This mechanism of natural selection is responsible for the regulation of infants’ 
proximity seeking behaviours which include behaviours such as smiling, crying, cooing and 
visual searching to a “stronger and wiser” attachment figure with the aim to satisfy the innate 
need for safety, security and survival. Attachment  behaviour was therefore defined as, “any 
form of behaviour that results in a person attaining or maintaining proximity to some other 
clearly identified individual who is conceived as better able to cope with the world” (Bowlby, 
1988, p. 27).  
In conceptualising the attachment behavioural system, Bowlby (1982) described triggers 
that activate the system; firstly, danger, including physiological symptoms such as illness, pain, 
fatigue and hunger and secondly, stress, including psychological symptoms such as uncertainties 
about the behaviour and locations of their attachment figure. Activation of the attachment system 
through physiological and/or psychological threats drives an individual to maintain or restore 
proximity with his/her primary attachment figure. Furthermore, depending on the severity of the 
danger and/or stress, these attachment behaviours may range from simple visual searching to 
intense emotional displays and vigorous activity. In Bowlby’s view the attachment behavioural 
system essentially asks one fundamental question “is the primary caregiver nearby, accessible, 
and attentive?” If the infant perceives the answer to the question to be “yes”, she/he feels loved, 
secure and confident and is able to explore the environment, play with others and be sociable 
(see figure 2.1). If the answer to this question is “no” the child experiences anxiety, which 
activates or hyperactivates their attachment behaviors that range from simple searching to 
extreme following and vocal signalling (Bowlby, 1969/1982). In Bowlby’s (1982) view, 
deactivation of the attachment system occurs in the presence of a terminating stimulus; re-
establishing proximity (e.g., contact), comfort and security with an attachment figure or when the 
child wears down. Although Bowlby (1969/1982) believed that proximity seeking is normative 
for infants and children, and that the basic dynamics described above captured the attachment 
dynamics of the attachment behavioural system, he also acknowledged differences in the way 
that children react and respond to particular stressors and threats and to the availability or the 
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responsiveness of their attachment figure. In order to understand these individual differences, 
Bowlby and his colleague, Mary Ainsworth began studying and observing infant-parental 
interactions. Building upon Bowlby’s theory, Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall, (1978) 
developed an empirical protocol, namely the “strange situation” procedure, to explore 
differences in attachment behaviours in infants. The “strange situation” procedure involved 
separating infants from their mothers for short periods of time and then reuniting them in order to 
observe the differences in infants’ reactions and behaviours to separations and reunions with 
their primary attachment figures. Furthermore, the protocol was designed to assess the mother’s 
 
 
     Yes 
 
 
   No 
 Is the caregiver 
near, attentive, 
responsive, etc?  
Separation 
distress and 
anxiety 
experienced  
Felt Security, 
love, 
confidence 
Playful, less inhibited, 
smiling sociable 
Attachment behaviours are 
activated to some degree, 
ranging from simple 
visual monitoring to 
intense protest, clinging 
and searching 
Figure 2.1. The attachment behavioural system in infancy. Adapted from Fraley and Shaver, (2000) 
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behaviors and the characteristics of their interactions with their infant. From this research, 
Ainsworth and her colleagues were able to identify and label these differences in attachment 
behaviours into three concrete psychological constructs, known as “attachment styles”: secure, 
anxious-ambivalent, and avoidant attachment styles.  
Ainsworth et al. (1978) observed that those infants grouped secure were happy and 
explorative in the presence of their mother, but upon separation became distressed and reduced 
play. Upon reunion with their mother, infants were easily soothed and were able to explore and 
engage in play again. Ainsworth et al. (1978) emphasised that the secure attachment style was 
heavily influenced by consistent supportive interactions and responsiveness of their attachment 
figure. Further, it was evident that these supportive interactions allowed the infant to develop a 
perception that they were able to rely on their attachment figure for comfort, reassurance, and 
protection, allowing them to feel close, safe, and explorative.  For the anxious-ambivalent 
infants, it was observed that during the mother’s presence they were overly attentive and clingy 
and during separation, they showed signs of intense anxiety, distress and restricted play 
behaviour. Upon reunion, anxious-ambivalent infants were un-easily soothed and unable to 
further explore and play independently. Ainsworth et al. (1978) emphasised that the anxious-
ambivalent attachment style was heavily influenced by inconsistent interactions and 
responsiveness from the primary attachment figure. As a result, these inconsistent interactions 
allowed the infant to develop the perceptions that their attachment figure would not always be 
there for them in times of need, preventing them from feeling safe and explorative in their 
surroundings. Finally, for those infants grouped as having an avoidant attachment style, it was 
observed that within the presence of the mother, infants would avoid contact and shared play and 
upon separation, displayed little signs of distress and/or anxiety. Upon reunion with their mother, 
avoidant infants appeared to continue to avoid contact and instead would focus their attention on 
their toys, rather than on the parent. Again, Ainsworth and her colleagues emphasised that the 
avoidant attachment style was heavily influenced by continued neglectful and rejecting 
interactions. As a result, these interactions allowed the infant to develop perceptions that their 
attachment figure would not be there for them in times of need. 
Fundamental to these different attachment styles is the concept of internal working 
models (IWM). According to Bowlby (1973) and Ainsworth et al. (1978) childhood attachment 
experiences of repeated interactions with their primary attachment figure are internalised, 
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developing what is termed an “internal working model (IWM)”. Bowlby (1973), describes the 
basic process through which these internal representations come to be formed,  “confidence that 
an attachment figure is, apart from being accessible, likely to be responsive, can be seen to turn 
on at least two variables: (a) whether or not the attachment figure is judged to be a sort of person 
who generally responds to calls for support and protection; and (b) whether or not the self is 
judged to be a sort of person toward whom anyone, and the attachment figure in particular is 
likely to respond in a helpful way” (p.204). Thus, Bowlby (1973) stipulated that individuals hold 
two complimentary IWMs relative to their attachment figure; a model of self and a model of 
other. A model of self concerns how adequate, supported and loveable one feels and a model of 
other reflects ones’ perceptions of how responsive and available the attachment figure is when 
needed. Those who are securely attached tend to have positive IWMs of themselves as worthy of 
support, love and attention and of the attachment figure as being supportive, responsive and 
available. Those who exhibit insecurity in the form of anxious-ambivalent and avoidant 
attachment styles tend to hold negative “working models” of themselves as unworthy of support, 
love and attention and of their attachment figure as being unsupportive, unresponsive and 
unavailable. Across development these models of self and other ostensibly guide patterns of 
cognition, affect and behaviour in subsequent adolescent and adult attachment relationships 
(Bowlby, 1973, 1979, 1988). That is, a child’s IWM of the self and other guide how they feel 
think and behave in relationships they develop as they enter into adolescence and adulthood. 
These relationships include those that are developed with security enhancing figures such as 
close friends, romantic partners, teachers, and therapists (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 
 
2.1.1. Continuity of Attachment from Infancy to Adulthood 
Although both Bowlby’s (1969/1982, 1988) and Ainsworth et al.’s (1978) research 
primarily focused on infants and young children, they acknowledged that early attachment 
patterns remain influential beyond infancy. For example, Bowlby (1979) stated that attachment 
relations characterize “human behaviour from the cradle to the grave” (p. 129). In Bowlby’s 
view (1988), IWMs that develop as a result of caregiver-child interactions continue to impact 
one’s attachment behaviours during adolescence and adult relationships.  
Research has demonstrated the continuity of attachment patterns from infancy through to 
adolescence and adulthood (see Mikulincer and Shaver, 2007 for a full review). A basic premise 
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of attachment theory is that IWMs of attachment remain relatively stable across the lifespan. 
Specifically, attachment patterns are considered stable enough to account for the effects of early 
attachment experiences on later attachment behaviour (Collins, Cooper, Albino, & Allard, 2002; 
Hamilton, 2000; Waters, Merrick, Treboux, Crowell & Albersheim, 2000). However, a number 
of studies have supported the idea that a person’s IWMs are stable, yet open to revision in light 
of important relationship experiences and changing life circumstances, throughout childhood, 
adolescence and adulthood (Belsky, Campbell, Cohn & Moore, 1996; Hamilton, 2000; Waters, 
et al., 2000). According to Bowlby (1973), important and long-lived changes in the personal, 
familial and social contexts that encroach upon the availability, sensitivity and responsiveness of 
a primary attachment figure (e.g., death of a parent, parental stress, parental divorce, and 
difficulties in parents’ work) can affect the quality of attachment interactions and disconfirm 
expectations.  
Furthermore, while a person’s initial working model can influence how one engages in 
relationships across the lifespan, experiences in new relationships with available and supportive 
attachment figures can also potentially help revise early IWMs. For example, research suggests 
that becoming involved in a stable, supportive, satisfying relationship may lead to positive 
change and of “felt security” for those whose IWMs have previously lead to scepticism and 
doubt towards their relationship partner’s support, availability and responsiveness (Feeney, 
Noller & Callan, 1994; Senchak & Leonard, 1992). Hence, it is possible to develop attachment 
styles with other relationship partners that are different and unrelated to those attachment styles 
that are developed from childhood bonds with parents (Bowlby, 1988). For example, a person 
may have developed an insecure attachment style to their mother due to repeated inconsistent or 
rejecting behaviours from her during childhood. However, as that person enters into a security 
enhancing relationship with a romantic partner, it is possible that such security enhancing 
behaviours including repeated responsiveness and availability may help to update that person’s 
IWM and lead them in developing a secure attachment style to a security enhancing relationship 
partner.  
 Throughout childhood, adolescence and adulthood, individuals are developmentally 
expected to form attachments with individuals other than their parents (Bowlby, 1988). Bowlby 
(1969/1982) hypothesised that during adolescence, “other adults may come to assume an 
importance equal to or greater than that of parents” (p.207). This is not to say that parents are 
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relinquished as attachment figures, or that relationships with them become unimportant. Instead, 
it is simply that normative developmental processes entail changes in the meaning and 
functioning of these relationships (Collins, 1996), allowing for the formation of affectional ties 
to significant others, including those developed with extra familial members, peers, romantic 
partners, and teachers. This network of potential attachment figures tends to increase 
considerably in size and diversity during adolescence and adulthood. However, as Weiss (1991) 
noted, “not all pair bonds, relationships of adults and their parents, relationships of patients to 
therapists, and parental relationships are attachments, nor is it impossible for friendships, work 
relationships, or kin ties to be attachments. However, some of these relationships are likely to be 
attachments, others unlikely. The question is whether the relationship displays attachment 
properties” (p. 67). 
According to attachment theorists (Ainsworth, 1989; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Parish & 
Eagle, 2003), an attachment relationship occurs when an attachment figure fulfils three specific 
functions: (a) a target for proximity maintenance; (b) a safe haven; and (c) a secure base. 
Proximity maintenance is fulfilled when the attached person feels the need to be in close 
proximity to the attachment figure. Safe haven is fulfilled when an attachment figure acts as a 
source of comfort and provides security for the attached individual during times of need. Finally, 
secure base is fulfilled when the attachment figure provides a platform for the attached 
individual to explore autonomous activities outside of the relationship. Relationship partners 
such as peers, romantic partners, and teachers, as well as context-specific partners including 
organizational leaders, therapists, and counsellors have been found to serve as attachment figures 
beyond infancy, satisfying the functions of proximity maintenance, safe haven, and secure base 
(see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
Whilst Bowlby (1969/1982) discussed the notion of multiple attachment figures, to whom 
many individuals can direct their attachment behaviour to over the lifespan, he also noted that “It 
is a mistake to suppose that a young child diffuses his attachment over many figures in such a 
way that he gets along with no strong attachment to anyone, and consequently without missing 
any particular person when the person is away” (p.308).  Rather, Bowlby (1969/192) introduced 
the “hierarchy” of attachment figures concept, which provides a framework for conceptualising 
how children, adolescents and adults organise multiple attachment figures in order of preference, 
when the attachment system is activated.  Although during infancy and early childhood, parental 
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figures may be positioned at the top of the hierarchy, research suggests that during adolescent 
and adulthood, other relationship partners such as close friends and romantic partners become the 
“preferred” attachment figure as a target for proximity, safe haven and secure base (Hazan & 
Zeifman, 1994; Weiss, 1982). This does not mean that parental figures are removed from the 
attachment hierarchy; it is simply that their position and functions change (Bowlby, 1969/1982).   
Furthermore, researchers acknowledge the continuity of the attachment behavioural 
system during adolescence and adulthood. Bowlby (1969/1982) believed that no one of any age 
is completely free from reliance and therefore the attachment system remains active over the 
entire lifespan. Many studies have shown that the attachment system is indeed active during 
adulthood (Cassidy & Shaver, 1999; Mikulincer, Birnbaum, Woddis, & Nachmias, 2000; 
Mikulincer, Gillath, & Shaver, 2002). Like the attachment system functioning in infancy and 
early childhood, the adult attachment system is also characterised by frequent monitoring and 
availability seeking of the attachment figure in the face of threatening or stressful situations. 
Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) presented a control systems model for understanding attachment 
system activation and functioning in adulthood (see Figure 2.2). This model is an extension and 
refinement of Fraley and Shaver’s (2000) model of the behavioural system in infancy, presented 
earlier in this chapter as it integrates the large research literature within adulthood with the 
research and writings from Bowlby (1969/1982, 1973, 1980), Ainsworth (1991). 
Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) propose that the model deals with three components or 
modules. The first module of this model addresses the issue of proximity seeking following 
activation of the attachment system when a potential or actual threat is sensed (unconsciously) or 
perceived (consciously). That is, during encounters with physical or psychological threats in the 
environment, the attachment system is activated and the primary attachment strategy of seeking 
proximity is set in motion. Activation of the attachment system forces a decision about the 
availability of attachment figures. Therefore, the second module of the model addresses the 
monitoring and appraising of attachment figure availability. Similar to the Fraley and Shaver’s 
(2000) model presented earlier, in monitoring and appraising attachment figure availability an 
individual essentially asks the question “Is an attachment figure available, attentive and likely to  
be responsive to my needs?” which heightens the sense of attachment security or insecurity. If  
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Figure 2.2. A model of attachment system activation and functioning in adulthood. Adapted from 
Mikulincer and Shaver, (2007). 
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the answer to this question is “yes” a person experiences a sense of felt security and relief, which 
facilitates the use of constructive emotion-regulation strategies. This supports what Fredrickson 
(2001) calls a “broaden and build” cycle of attachment security which helps to facilitate a sense 
of personal efficacy, resilience, and optimism. However, if the answer to this question is “no”, a 
person experiences a sense of insecurity, which compounds distress by the appraisal of a 
situation as threatening. The control systems model suggests that this state of insecurity and 
distress leads to proximity seeking as a protective strategy (the third module of the model). Thus, 
the third module of the model involves monitoring and appraising the viability of proximity 
seeking and “secondary” strategies to deal with attachment insecurity.   
“Secondary” attachment strategies consist of hyperactivation (i.e., activation) and 
deactivation (i.e., termination) behaviours of proximity seeking efforts in order to alleviate any 
distress. Similarly to the model presented in infancy, hyperactivation or activation of proximity 
seeking efforts involve clinging and controlling responses and overdependence on relationship 
partners as a source of comfort and protection and deactivation involves avoidance of closeness 
and intimacy and maximization of cognitive, emotional, and physical distance which minimise 
attachment needs. Further, hyperactivaion is associated with an anxious attachment style and 
deactivation with an avoidant attachment style.  
The proposition that the attachment behavioural system in infancy and adulthood is 
governed by the same biological needs (i.e., a need for felt security and survival) was first 
introduced and examined within adulthood in several extensive papers (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; 
Shaver & Hazan, 1988; Shaver, Hazan & Bradshaw, 1988) that proposed adult romantic love 
relationships as an attachment process and these large research literature that followed the initial 
studies of adult attachment (Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney & Collins, 2001; Feeney, 1999; 
Simpson, 1990). The following section provides an overview of how of the principles of infancy 
and childhood attachment theory were introduced and extended to the study of adult romantic 
relationships.  
 
2.1.2 Adult Attachment Theory 
 In the early 1980’s researchers (Rubenstain, & Shaver, 1982; Weiss, 1973) had observed 
that attachment history with parental figures and romantic partners influenced considerable 
variability in the way adults approached their personal love relationships. On the basis that there 
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were no compelling theoretical frameworks to measure the observed differences, Hazan and 
Shaver (1987) applied Ainsworth et al.’s (1978) discoveries of individual differences in infants’ 
attachment to parents as a framework for understanding the nature and etiology of adult romantic 
love relationships. Hazan and Shavers (1987) study was seminal in that it was the first study to 
conceptualise romantic love, or pair bonding as an attachment process, one that follows the very 
same basic tenants and parallel measures of infant-parental attachment. Hazan and Shaver’s 
(1987) central propositions were that: (a) the frequencies of the three attachment styles would be 
as common in adulthood as they are in infancy; (b) the kinds of individual differences observed 
in infant- caregiver attachment relationships would be similar to the ones observed in romantic 
relationships; and (c) individual differences in romantic attachment behaviour are reflections of 
internal working models formed about oneself and close relationships. Hazan and Shaver (1987) 
devised multi-sentence descriptions (scenarios or cameos) of each attachment style as described 
by Ainsworth and her colleagues. For the avoidant attachment style, the cameo read like this: “I 
am somewhat uncomfortable being close to others; I find it difficult to trust them completely, 
difficult to allow myself to depend on them. I am nervous when anyone gets too close, and often, 
others want me to be more intimate than I feel comfortable being”. For the anxious attachment 
style, the cameo read like this: “I find that others are reluctant to get as close as I would like. I 
often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me or won’t want to stay with me. I want to get 
very close to my partner, and this sometimes scares people away”. The secure attachment style 
cameo read like this: “I find it relatively easy to get close to others and am comfortable 
depending on them and having them depend on me. I don’t worry about being abandoned or 
about someone getting too close to me” (secure). Hazan and Shaver (1987) asked their 
participants to think about their history of romantic relationships and place themselves into one 
of the three categories (described above) that best represented the way they experienced their 
interactions and relationships. 
Hazan and Shaver (1987) found support for their predictions. First, they found that 
frequencies of the three attachment styles were roughly the same in adulthood as in infancy with 
approximately 56% of participants reporting a secure attachment style, 24 % reporting an 
avoidant attachment style and 20% reporting an anxious attachment style. Campos, Barrett, 
Lamb, Goldsmith and Steinberg (1983) estimated the figures for infancy as 62% secure, 23% 
avoidant and 15% anxious ambivalent. Second, Hazan and Shaver’s study also revealed that the 
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same three attachment styles that characterised childhood bonds with parents also characterised 
adult romantic relationships. Specifically, those adults who reported a secure attachment style 
were comfortable with getting close to others, depending on others and having others depend on 
them. Avoidant adults reported being uncomfortable with closeness and reported difficulties in 
trusting and depending on their partner and anxious adults reported a strong desire for closeness 
with their partner, but felt that their partner was reluctant to get close. Findings also indicated 
that secure individuals entertained different beliefs (IWMs) about the availability and 
trustworthiness of their partners and their own love worthiness in comparison with insecure 
people. 
In reporting their findings, Hazan and Shaver (1987) also noted an important limitation to 
their study.  They believed that the single item measure that assessed the three attachment styles 
was limited in terms of the number of items and the simplicity of answers. As a result, they 
argued that subjects may have been unable to articulate exactly how they felt towards their 
relationships. Hazan and Shaver (1987) urged future researchers to consider multi-item scales, as 
this would be a more reliable measure of adults’ romantic attachment styles. Despite these 
limitations, the overall findings along with extending papers that followed (e.g., Collins & Read, 
1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1988; Shaver, Hazan & Bradshaw 1988; Simpson, 1990) succeeded in 
providing initial evidence that adult-romantic relationships, like infant-caregiver relationships, 
are attachment relationships that are governed by the same attachment behavioural system.  
These initial studies provided a bridge between infant attachment theory and theories of adult 
romantic love which has since opened up a major paradigm of research that has set out to 
replicate and extend the initial findings (Cassidy, 1999).Over the years, adult attachment has 
developed both in conceptualisation and measurement. The following section outlines some of 
these changes. 
 
2.1.3 Measurement and Conceptualisation of Attachment in Adulthood.  
Researchers have predominantly taken two different methodological approaches to 
assessing attachment styles in adolescence and adulthood: qualitative interviews and quantitative 
self-report questionnaires. The following section outlines each method of assessment. 
Qualitative Methods:  Firstly, attachment styles have been assessed via interviews such 
as the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI; George, Kaplan, & Main, 1996) the Current 
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Relationship Interview (CRI; Crowell, 1990), and the Attachment Style Interview (ASI; Bifulco, 
Moran, Ball & Bernazzani, 2002) amongst others. The most commonly used interview methods 
in adulthood are the AAI and CRI approaches. The AAI approach is based on the fundamental 
idea that attachment styles can be better and more accurately reflected in an individual’s 
narrative about his/her childhood experiences in their relationships. In essence, the AAI 
examines an individual’s style of discourse including coherence of mind, fluency and openness 
about their relationships instead of evaluations of the quality of their relationship. Further the 
AAI focuses on participant’s content of their descriptions as these mainly pertain to attachment 
experiences to parents during childhood. These are transcribed and coded using a special coding 
system which is then used to classify subjects as either secure, preoccupied (anxious), dismissing 
(avoidant) or “cannot classify. The scoring is conducted from a transcript and based on the 
coder’s assessment of the participant’s childhood experiences with their mother, the language 
used by the participant as well as the participants’ ability to provide a believable account of their 
childhood experiences.   
The Current Relationship Interview (CRI; Crowell & Owens, 1996) is an interview 
method most frequently used for examining adult attachment in romantic/marital relationships. 
Specifically the CRI has been used to explore the processes by which the formation of new 
attachment relationships maybe integrated into an existing attachment representation. 
Participants are asked to describe their relationships and provide examples of using their partner 
as a secure base and providing their partner with a secure base for exploration. Similar to the 
AAI technique, ratings are based on described behaviour and style of discourse and coherence. 
The CRI interview is scored  from a transcript and rating scales are used to help classify 
participants’ into one of  three attachment styles including secure, anxious and avoidant 
attachment styles. People are classified as secure if they provide coherent reports of being able to 
use their partners as a secure base and are also able to provide a secure base for their partner. 
People are classified as anxious or avoidant if when describing their relationship are, dismiss the 
significance of their relationship partner or are pre-occupied and plan on controlling it.  
Such qualitative measures, in comparison to self report methods, aim to assess a person’s 
conscious awareness about attachment and probe the “unconscious mind” to reveal information 
related to that person’s attachment “state of mind” beyond their awareness (Hesse, 1999). It is 
important to note here, that one’s attachment state of mind often requires researchers and 
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therapists to probe unconscious processes of attachment. This is because our psychological 
processes underlying attachment operate in ways that are not always accessible to the conscious 
mind (Crowell, Fraley, & Shaver, 1999).  
Quantitative methods: Within attachment theory research, self-report measures are 
plentiful and have been primarily designed to probe conscious “surface” attitudes and held 
beliefs about one’s attachment styles and experiences. Self-report measures of attachment either 
assign individuals into categories (i.e., cameos/scenarios) or assess the degree or intensity to 
which dimensions of attachment are present (i.e., collection of items/statements). Dimensional 
models of adult attachment tend to represent two dimensions: insecure attachment anxiety and 
insecure attachment avoidance. Researchers within the field of social psychology have supported 
the latter method of measure as opposed to categorical measures (e.g., Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007; Ravitz, Maunder, Hunter, Sthakiya, & Lancee, 2010). This is because categorical measures 
of attachment have been criticised as limited from a theoretical and measurement point of view. 
For example, the mere emphasis on identifying a category of attachment style that reflects one’s 
interpersonal feelings, thoughts, and behaviours renders potential differences in intensity within 
that category and between categories as unimportant or non-existent (Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). Further, categorical measures have also been limited analytically for their restricted 
statistical power compared with dimensional models. Dimensional measures are considered to be 
capable to detect subtle differences relative to both quantity and quality between individuals’ 
attachment state of mind and as such are more relevant and accurate methods in assessing the 
type of research questions under investigation within social research (Ravitz et al., 2010).  
There has been a proliferation of self-report measures developed over the last two 
decades to measure attachment styles in adulthood and have evolved since Hazan and Shaver’s 
(1987) forced choice categorical measure. Simpson (1990) was quick to note Hazan and Shaver’s 
(1987) limitations and developed the Adult Attachment Questionnaire (AAQ) by decomposing 
Hazan and Shaver’s three prototypes into individual sentences/items that represented two 
dimensions: a secure/avoidant and anxious/non-anxious. Instead of participants placing 
themselves into one of three categories, participants were asked to rate the extent to which each 
statement described their feelings towards their romantic partner on a Likert type scale. During 
the same year, Collins and Read (1990) also attempted to break down and extend Hazan and 
Shaver’s (1987) prototype descriptions to create individual items. These individual items formed 
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three dimensions of the Adult Attachment Scale (AAS): comfort with closeness, comfort with 
dependency and anxious concern about abandonment and love. Similar to the AAQ, the AAS 
asked respondents to rate the extent to which each statement described their feelings towards 
their partner on a Likert type scale.  
Following these initial instruments, a number of self report questionnaires were proposed 
to measure adult romantic attachment styles and close relationship partners: the Attachment Style 
Questionnaire (ASQ; Feeney, Noller, & Hanrahan, 1994); Adult Attachment Scale ( Collins, 
1996); Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991); Relationship Styles 
Questionnaire (RSQ; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994); the Reciprocal Attachment Questionnaire 
for Adults (RAQA; West & Sheldon-Kellor, 1992); the Experiences in Close Relationships Scale 
(ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998), and the Experiences in Close Relationships Revised 
(ECR-R; Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000) amongst others. These scales have either measured 
the insecure dimensions of attachment (i.e., anxiety and avoidance) or measured all three 
dimensions of attachment (i.e., secure, anxiety, and avoidance). For example, the RSQ (Griffin & 
Bartholomew, 1994) ASQ (Feeney, et al., 1994) and the AAS (Hazan & Shaver, 1987) measure 
all three dimensions of attachment, whilst the ECR (Brennan,et al, 1998) and ECR-R (Fraley et 
al., 2000) measure two dimensions. Another distinctive feature of these scales is that some scales 
such as the ECR-R and the AAS specify the relational partner (attachment figure) (i.e., a 
romantic partner) whilst others such as the ASQ, RSQ and ECR leave it unspecified.  
Among the self-report measures mentioned above, the ECR scale (Brenan et al., 1998) is 
now considered to be the most popular measure of attachment styles (Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). According to Brennan and colleagues, the diversity of attachment scales available to 
measure adult attachment often arouses frustration and confusion and “when first encountered en 
masse, they constitute a bewildering obstacle to researchers who wish to study romantic 
attachment” (p.50). In an attempt to resolve this issue, Brennan and colleagues developed an “all 
purpose” (p.46) attachment instrument, namely the ECR. The ECR emerged after examining all 
self-report attachment measures available (i.e., a total of 14) which included 60 subscales and 
323 items of adult attachment. All items were factor analysed and the results from the factor 
analysis indicated two orthogonal 18-item dimensions which were labelled anxiety and 
avoidance attachment styles. The anxiety attachment dimension emphasises anger about 
separations and fear of abandonment and reflects the extent to which people worry about the 
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availability and supportiveness of their partner during times of need. The avoidance attachment 
dimension emphasises a discomfort with closeness and distrust in their partner’s good intentions. 
According to Brennan et al. (1998), individuals who score low on both of these two dimensions 
are said to be securely attached, reflecting a comfort with closeness and dependency as well as 
confidence that their partner will be emotionally available and supportive during times of need. 
Adult attachment theory has now reached a consensus that attachment in adulthood is in part, 
conceptualised within a two dimensional space (i.e. anxiety and avoidance).  
 Over the last decade, self report measures of attachment styles that were originally 
designed to measure individual differences in attachment to a romantic partner or close 
relationship partner have been used to measure attachment styles to relationship partners in other 
domains and contexts (Davidovitz et al., 2007; Smith, Murphy & Coats, 1999). For example, 
Davidovitz et al. (2007) proposed an attachment perspective on leader-follower relations and 
asked their participants to complete the ECR scale (Brennan et al., 1998) in order to measure 
both leaders’ and followers’ attachment style. Moreover, Riley (2009) proposed an adult 
attachment perspective on the student- teacher relationship and in line with Davidovitz et al.’s 
(2007) study, asked participants to complete the ECR scale in order to measure teacher’s 
attachment style. Smith et al. (1999) studied peoples’ identification with groups from an 
attachment theory perspective and asked their participants to complete a modified version of 
Collins and Reads (1990) Adult Attachment Scale to refer to participants’ social groups.  
Additionally, in the therapeutic domains, context specific attachment questionnaires have 
been developed. For example, Mallinckrodt, Gantt and Coble, (1995) developed and validated 
the Attachment to the Therapist Scale (CATS) in order to measure clients’ perceptions of their 
attachment relationships with their therapists. This scale consists of three subscales; secure, 
preoccupied (anxious) and avoidant and has been used in an abundance of studies (Bachelor, 
Meunier, Laverdiere, & Gamache, 2010; Jazen, Fitzpatrick, & Drapeau, 2008; Mallinckrodt, 
Porter, & Kivlighan, 2005). Finally, the use of self–report scales in social psychology research 
has been a popular method for assessing adult romantic attachment styles in comparison to 
interview methods such as the AAI. The following section discusses why quantitative methods 
are preferable for assessing adult romantic attachment styles, within the realm of social 
psychology. 
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Quantitative versus Qualitative methods: It is important to highlight that both interview 
methods and self report measures of attachment styles originate from Bowlby’s and Ainsworth 
work. However, researchers working within different subfields of psychology such as 
developmental, clinical, personality and social psychology adopt different views on the type of 
methods they prefer employ when assessing a person’s attachment state of mind. This is mainly 
due to the types of research questions that inspire researchers. For example, developmental and 
clinical psychologists are inspired by intergenerational transmissions of attachment patterns 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), and as a result prefer to use the AAI or CRI to probe unconscious 
processes of attachment. Developmental and clinical psychologists do not favour the use self 
report measures of attachment as they only provide a glimpse of an individual’s conscious 
mental processes of attachment experiences as opposed to a person’s unconscious implicit 
processes, which is required to discover how adult attachment patterns emerge from a person’s 
attachment history.   
Social and personality psychologists are motivated to seek understanding of social-
cognitive relational dynamics, such as how attachment styles affect feelings, thoughts and 
behaviours in adult close relationships and as a result prefer to use self report measures of 
attachment, to capture how a person evaluates, appraises and interprets these behaviours rather 
than focusing on coherence of mind (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007 for a full review). In a 
twenty-five year review of adult attachment measures, Ravitz, et al., (2010) proposed that self-
report measures of adult attachment are appropriate to use when attachment styles are the 
primary focus under investigation and when “conscious” attitudes and behaviours in current 
relationships are relevant to the research investigation. Self-report measures of attachment do not 
directly assess or activate a person’s unconscious representation of their attachment state of 
mind. They are merely “surface indicators” of a person’s underlying attachment dynamics 
(Bartholomew & Moretti, 2002, p.163). This is not to say that self report measures should not be 
utilised, as researchers highlight that even a small amount of awareness of one’s own feelings 
and beliefs about their relationships is enough to capture a person’s attachment classification 
(Ravitz, et al., 2010).  
Furthermore, whilst social and personality psychologists (Brennan et al., 1998; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Ravitz, et al., 2010) acknowledge that attachment interviews are 
powerful and revealing mediums, that have excellent psychometric properties, they have also 
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emphasised that interview approaches are impractical for most researchers as considerable time, 
resources, training for administration, transcription and coding and financial cost is involved in 
conducting them. Quantitative approaches such as self-report measures are generally considered 
less time consuming and costly assessments of attachment styles. Similar to social and 
personality psychologists, we are interested in examining the cognitive relational dynamics of 
attachment within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. Therefore the current thesis 
focuses on employing self-report measures of adult attachment to investigate athletes and 
coaches attachment styles. The following section of this thesis outlines the extension of adult 
attachment theory to other domains and discusses the significance of contextual specific 
attachment figures 
 
2.1.4 Attachment to Organizational Leaders, Therapists and Groups 
The findings of Hazan & Shaver’s (1987) initial study has since been applied to other 
adult relationships including leader-follower relationships (Davidovitz, et al., 2007; Popper, 
Mayseless, & Castelnovo, 2000; Popper & Meyseless, 2003), group processes (Smith, et al., 
1999) and therapist-client relationships (Parish & Eagle, 2003) all of which were thought to  
provide a safe haven, a secure base and a target for proximity seeking. Popper and Mayseless 
(2003) and Davidovitz et al. (2007) applied attachment theory to the leader-follower relationship. 
Popper and Mayseless (2003) identified a close resemblance between organizational leaders 
(e.g., military officers, managers, teachers and supervisors) and other forms of attachments 
figures (e.g., parental-child and romantic relationships). According to Popper and Mayseless 
(2003), military leaders adopt the role of a “stronger and wiser” caregiver and create a safe haven 
in terms of providing availability, sensitivity and responsiveness and a secure base in terms of 
providing their followers with advice, guidance and creativity for exploration. As summarised by 
Mikulincer and Shaver (2007), “followers occupy the role of the dependant, needy and 
vulnerable child, when they seek a leader’s support and guidance” (p. 440) which reflects the 
activation of the attachment system and formation of an attachment bond with the leader (Popper 
& Mayseless, 2003).  
In a series of studies, Popper and Mayseless (2003), Popper et al., (2000), and Davidovitz 
et al. (2007) found that similar to other security enhancing attachment figures, a sensitive and 
responsive leader promotes a sense of felt security in their followers. Further, similar to other 
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insensitive and unavailable attachment figures, leaders who are unwilling to respond sensitively 
and with support to their followers’ needs, heighten their followers’ anxiety and provoking 
hyperactivating or deactivating attachment strategies in their followers. These behaviours either 
increase over-dependence on the leader (anxiety) or rejection of the leader’s guidance 
(avoidance) (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 
There is also recent evidence in psychotherapy to support the proposal that therapists 
function as attachment figures (e.g., Parish & Eagle, 2003). According to Bowlby (1988) clients 
usually enter therapy with feelings of frustration, anxiety and psychic pain, which naturally 
activates their attachment system. Therapists are often seen as “stronger and wiser” caregivers 
who are called upon during activation to provide support, encouragement and guidance. There is 
evidence that clients treat their therapist as a target for proximity, a safe haven and a secure base 
(Parish & Eagle, 2003), which result in feelings of comfort, safety and acceptance in clients 
(Parish & Eagle, 2003; Rosenzweig, Farber, and Geller, 1996). For example, Parish and Eagle 
(2003) conducted a study with over one hundred adults who had been in psychotherapy for at 
least six months. They administered self-report questionnaires that measured both attachment 
functions and attachment styles. They found that people in their study sought proximity to their 
therapists or mental representations of them in their absence, turned to them in times of distress 
and relied on them as a secure base, to feel confident and explorative outside of therapy. Further, 
Parish and Eagle found that almost all participants in the study had formed some level of 
attachment to their therapist. 
 Finally, theorists have also shown how attachment theory can aid in understanding 
individual differences in group-related processes and behaviour (Rom & Mikulincer, 2003; 
Smith et al., 1999). Smith et al. (1999) suggest that social groups which an individual identifies 
with are important determinants of a person’s thoughts, feelings and behaviour towards the 
group. Smith et al. (1999) argued that, “attachment theory, which has been prominent in recent 
years as a theory of interpersonal relationships, maybe able to shed light on the processes 
underlying people’s identification with social groups as well” (p.94). For example, Smith and 
colleagues suggest that certain aspects underlying attachment including internal working models 
of self and other maybe relevant to understanding their emotional bonds to their social groups. 
For example, it was proposed that individuals have mental models of themselves as group 
members, such as being a good team player, and mental models of their group, such as the group 
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as accepting or rejecting. Smith et al. (1999) proposed that in combination, these mental models, 
like ones mental models towards a romantic partner affect a person’s thought process, emotions 
and social behaviour towards groups. 
 Smith et al (1999) hypothesised that similar to other contexts, attachment to groups has 
two underlying dimensions of attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. Specifically, group 
attachment anxiety was characterised as a sense of feeling unworthy as a group member and 
worries about being accepted by the group. Group attachment avoidance was characterised by 
the need for a lack of closeness to the group and the tendency to avoid dependence on groups. 
People low on attachment anxiety and avoidance were characterised as secure in group 
attachment, thus having a sense of being worthy as a group member. Within this research paper, 
three separate studies were conducted to examine the influence of people’s attachment to groups 
on important outcomes including emotions concerning the group, social support, collective self 
esteem and conflict management. Their findings indicated that both attachment avoidance and 
anxiety were associated with lower overall evaluations of the group including lower evaluations 
of social support and collective self esteem.  
In support that a group can fulfil attachment functions, Rom and Mikulincer (2003) 
propose that emotional connections with a group can be viewed as attachment bonds and groups 
can serve attachment functions.  That is, an individual can seek proximity to a group; use the 
group as a safe haven for emotional comfort, support and safety in times of need and as a secure 
base for exploration, for learning of new social, emotional and cognitive skills. Rom and 
Mikulincer (2003) also examined associations between relationship attachment style and group 
related mental representations, memories, goals and socio-emotional and instrumental 
performance in four subsequent studies. Similar to Smith et al, (1999), their findings indicated 
that attachment and anxiety and avoidance had negative ramifications for group processes and 
performance. That is attachment avoidance and anxiety was negatively associated with 
experiences of positive affectivity, group cohesion and self efficacy appraisal.  
Together, the proliferation of self-report adult attachment measures and conceptual 
advances to adult attachment relationships have permitted researchers to investigate how 
individual differences in attachment style are associated with systematic differences in both 
interpersonal and intrapersonal functioning. Interpersonal relationship functioning includes 
relationship quality and relationship satisfaction while intra-personal functioning includes 
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subjective well being as this is characterised by positive and negative affect and life satisfaction. 
The following section of this thesis outlines and discusses adult attachment research associated 
with both interpersonal and intrapersonal functioning.  
 
2.1.5.  Interpersonal Functioning: Attachment Styles and Links to Relationship Quality 
and Relationship Satisfaction  
Collins and Read (1990) aimed to explore the role of attachment styles in predicting the 
quality of romantic relationships. Specifically they explored subjects’ own attachment style 
dimensions and relationship quality as well as partners’ attachment style dimensions and 
subjects’ own perceptions of relationship quality. Seventy one university dating couples 
completed a multi-section questionnaire that assessed their attachment style dimension and 
relationship quality in terms of communication, trust, perceived satisfaction and interpersonal 
conflict. Overall, their results indicated that subjects who had a secure attachment style were 
much more positive about their relationships, reporting greater levels of satisfaction, trust, 
commitment and less interpersonal conflict. Further, partner’s attachment styles were related to 
subject’s evaluation of the relationship. For example, participants with partners who were secure 
reported greater levels of communication, and trust and were generally more satisfied with their 
relationship than those whose relationship partners reported an anxious attachment style. 
Additionally, anxiety predicted less relationship satisfaction, trust and communication problems. 
Collins and Read, (1990) concluded that attachment styles play an important part in organising 
behaviours, perceptions and expectations within dating relationships. 
Similarly, Simpson (1990) conducted a longitudinal study to assess the impact of 
attachment styles on romantic relationship quality. Simpson was explicitly interested in 
examining whether or not secure, anxious and avoidant attachment styles would be associated 
with greater relationship interdependence, commitment, satisfaction and trust. Simpson’s study 
was conducted in two phases. In phase one, 144 dating couples in ongoing relationships 
completed a multi-section questionnaire that examined their attachment styles and indicators of 
relationship quality including commitment, satisfaction, trust and interdependence. The results 
revealed a number of significant findings. Firstly, respondents who exhibited a secure attachment 
style, reported greater significant levels of dependency, trust in their partner, commitment to 
their relationship and greater levels of relationship satisfaction. Those respondents, who 
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exhibited insecure attachment styles in the form of avoidant and anxious styles, characterised 
their relationships with less dependence, commitment, trust and satisfaction.  
Interestingly, Simpson’s (1990) findings revealed noticeable differences between 
avoidant attachment and attachment anxiety. Highly avoidant respondents reported their 
relationship to be characterised by less dependence and commitment than those who had an 
anxious attachment style of whom reported less trust. These findings corroborate the literature 
from infancy into adulthood by showing that avoidant adults are generally concerned about 
avoiding commitment and intimacy and that anxious people are more pre-occupied with their 
partner’s trustworthines, and unreliability.  
Both Collin and Read (1990) and Simpson (1990) were able to provide some evidence 
that the interpersonal effects between attachment styles and perceptions of relationship quality is 
somewhat qualified by gender.  For example, Collins and Read (1990) found that women high in 
attachment anxiety reported lower levels of relationship satisfaction than men, whilst men, who 
scored high in attachment security reported more increased levels of satisfaction. Moreover, 
Collins and Read (1990) and Simpson (1990) found that women (but not men) with avoidant 
partners were less satisfied with their relationship than those with less avoidant partners. These 
findings were thought to reflect sex-role stereotypes. Since the development of the seminal 
research conducted by Collins & Read (1990) and Simpson (1990), attachment researchers have 
continued to explore the links between individual differences in attachment styles and systematic 
differences in relationship quality in much more detail.  
An abundance of research supports the proposition that personal and close relationships 
that are satisfying promote a person’s well being (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and that 
attachment styles play a role as predictors of marital satisfaction and relationship satisfaction 
(e.g., Carnelly Pietromonaco, & Jaffe, 1994; Collins, 1996; Crowell, Treboux, & Waters, 2002; 
Feeney, 1994, 1996, 1999, 2002; Hammond & Fletcher, 1991; Tucker & Anders, 1999). 
According to Mikulincer and Shaver (2007), in attachment theory terms, being entirely satisfied 
with ones’ relationship means that the attachment figure have effectively met ones’ needs for 
proximity, safe haven and secure base; whereas being dissatisfied effectively means that 
relationship partners have been unsuccessful in meeting these needs.  
Studies examining dating relationships have generally found that secure individuals tend 
to be more satisfied with their relationship partner than anxious or avoidant individuals, who 
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generally report relationship dissatisfaction (Banse, 2004; Carnelly et al., 1994; Stackert & 
Bursik, 2003). For example, Carnelly et al. (1994) conducted a study with 204 undergraduate 
students involved in stable dating relationships. Participants completed two attachment style 
questionnaires: the Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) and 
Brennan and Shavers (1995) dimensional questionnaire as well as a single satisfaction item. 
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis revealed that participants who scored high on 
avoidance and preoccupation (anxiety), experienced less satisfaction in their relationships, 
although the effect for preoccupied was much weaker than the avoidance. Moreover, those high 
on security experienced greater relationship satisfaction. These results have been further 
supported by Stackert and Bursik, (2003) who asked 118 undergraduate students to complete self 
report instruments on attachment styles and satisfaction and found that secure participants 
reported higher levels of relationship satisfaction than their avoidant or anxious counterparts. For 
those studies that had investigated both partners, general findings have highlighted that secure 
individuals with partners who are secure, also report greater levels of relationship satisfaction 
compared to those who are involved with partners with an anxious or avoidant attachment style. 
Additionally, Kane et al. (2007) conducted a study that explored how one partner’s attachment 
style influences the other partner’s experiences of relationship satisfaction. The Experiences in 
Close Relationship Scale (Brennan et al., 1998) and the Investment Model Scale (IMS; Rusbult, 
Martz & Agnew, 1998) were administered to 305 dating couples to measure their romantic 
attachment styles and perceived relationship satisfaction. Using an Actor-Partner 
Interdependence Model Perspective (APIMP), Kane et al. (2007) revealed that men were less 
satisfied with their relationship when their female partners were high in anxiety and women were 
less satisfied when their male partners were higher in avoidance.    
Studies examining marital relationships have found similar findings of the previously 
discussed studies. For example, Fenney (2002) explored the association between attachment and 
marital satisfaction with 193 married couples. The Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; 
Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) along with a thirteen item measure of two attachment 
dimensions (i.e., comfort with closeness and anxiety) developed by Feeney et al., (1994) and the 
Quality Marriage Index (QMI; Norton, 1983) were administered to each couple to measure their 
attachment styles and perceptions of marital satisfaction. Taking an Actor-Partner 
Interdependence Model Perspective, their results revealed clear links between attachment styles 
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and marital satisfaction. Specifically, as predicted, they found that one’s own comfort with 
closeness (i.e., a secure attachment), as well as partners’ comfort with closeness was associated 
with higher levels of marital satisfaction. Further, one’s own attachment anxiety as well as 
partners’ attachment anxiety was associated with lower levels of marital satisfaction. This has 
been supported in numerous studies. For example, Feeney, (1994) conducted a study with 361 
married couples. Similar to other studies, questionnaire measures of attachment and relationship 
satisfaction were administered and quantitative regression analysis was conducted. Wives’ and 
husbands’ perceptions of satisfaction were associated with one’s own secure attachment style, 
whilst insecure attachment was associated with less perceived satisfaction. Analysis of partner 
attachment effects revealed that wives’ attachment anxiety was consistently inversely associated 
with their husband’s perceived satisfaction. However, the negative effect of wives’ anxiety on 
husband’s perceived satisfaction was primarily evident when a wives’ attachment anxiety was 
coupled with a husband’s avoidant attachment (defined as uncomfortable with closeness).  
A person’s anxious attachment style also seemed to have inverse effects on one’s own 
and partner’s perceptions of relationship satisfaction in a separate study conducted by Banse 
(2004). Employing 333 married couples, Banse (2004) found that attachment security was 
positively related to one’s own perception of relationship satisfaction, whilst attachment 
insecurity (anxious and avoidance) was inversely related. Analysis of partner effects also 
revealed that secure husbands and secure wives who were coupled together experienced greater 
satisfaction than those secure wives who were coupled with anxious husbands. That is, people 
feel happier and more satisfied when they have partners who are secure rather than insecure.  
Taken together, these research findings from the realm of romantic relationships highlight 
that relationship satisfaction can be accounted for by one’s own attachment style, partner’s 
attachment style and a combination of both.  Further, the research findings emphasize that a 
secure attachment style facilitates positive and rewarding feelings of satisfaction whereas 
attachment insecurity seems to diminish satisfaction, especially for those who manifest an 
anxious attachment styles, as these individuals seem more vulnerable to dissatisfaction 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).   
 
2.1.6 Intrapersonal Functioning: Attachment Styles and Links to Subjective Well Being 
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According to Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000) subjective wellbeing, is a term that 
people experience as happiness. Furthermore, subjective wellbeing has been considered to 
include life satisfaction and the presence of positive affect and the absence of negative affect 
(Myers & Diener, 1995). Positive affect represents the degree to which a person experiences 
pleasurable engagement with the environment and incorporates such emotions as enthusiasm, 
excitement, happiness and alertness, amongst others (Watson & Clark, 1984). Negative affect 
represents a person’s disposition to experience aversive emotional states which often include 
feeling upset, irritable and disinterested, amongst others (Watson & Clark, 1984). Research 
suggests that individuals vary in how they experience positive and negative affect, happiness and 
life satisfaction (Myers & Diener, 1995; Robbins & Kliewer, 2000). However, it appears that a 
person’s wellbeing is not influenced by their age, gender or race (Myers & Diener, 1995; 
Robbins & Kliewer, 2000), instead individual differences in people’s dispositional tendencies 
seem to affect high or low levels of subjective wellbeing. Individual differences in adult 
attachment styles seem to contribute to a person’s sense of wellbeing (Feeney & Kirkpatrick, 
1996; Hankin, Kassel & Abela, 2005; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). The link between adult 
attachment styles and subjective wellbeing including positive and negative affect has been 
supported by multiple studies (e.g., Ling, Jiang, & Xia, 2008; Torquati & Raffaelli, 2004; Van 
Buren & Cooley, 2002; Wearden, Lamberton, Crook, & Walsh, 2005; Wei, Liao, Ku & Shaffer, 
2011).  
Attachment theory research signifies that security enhancing interactions assuage distress 
and evoke positive emotions such as relief, happiness, satisfaction and gratitude, whilst insecure 
attachment in the form of avoidance and anxiety evokes negative emotions such as irritability, 
worry and  disinterest (Wearden et al., 2005; Torquati & Raffaelli; 2004; Van Buren & Cooley, 
2002). For example, Wearden et al. (2005) conducted a study that aimed to examine the links 
between adult attachment styles and positive and negative affect with a group of first year 
undergraduate students. 195 students were administered a booklet containing a multi-section 
questionnaire. Participant’s attachment styles were measured using the Relationship 
Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) and participant’s positive and negative 
affectivity were measured using the Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson, Clark 
& Tellegen, 1998). Regression analysis revealed that both anxious and avoidant attachment 
styles were associated with higher levels of negative affect including feeling distressed, irritable, 
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nervous, upset and lower levels of positive affect including a lack of interest, excitement, and 
enthusiasm. Contrastingly, those participants who reported a secure attachment style, reported to 
experience higher levels of positive affect and lower levels of negative affect.   
Torquati and Raffaelli, (2004) found similar findings during daily analysis of emotional 
experiences. Torquati and Raffaelli, (2004) asked a sample of 215 undergraduate students to 
complete a set of standardised measures to assess their attachment styles (i.e., the 18 item self 
report measure developed by Collins & Read, 1990)  and their emotional experiences; these 
included positive affect, energy and connection. They then provided their participants with an 
electronic pager and booklet of self report forms for one week. Participants were signalled on 
average six times a day for one week and were instructed to complete the self report 
questionnaires upon receiving each signal. Overall, their findings revealed that securely attached 
individuals reported to experience more positive emotions such as feeling happy, agreeable, 
excited, loved and calm, as compared to insecure individuals. Insecurely attached individuals 
were found to report more negative emotions such as feeling miserable, lonely, nervous, worried, 
irritated, and grouchy. In sum, secure individuals are able to remain relatively unperturbed 
during stressful situations and experience longer periods of positive affect than their insecure 
counterparts who experience longer periods of negative affect (Feeney & Kirkpatrick, 1996; 
Torquati & Raffaelli, 2004). 
According to attachment theory, emotions experienced as a result of interactions with a 
relationship partner are based in part on representations of previous relationship experiences and 
current expectations. Secure individuals who hold positive representations of the self and others, 
have such representations because they have typically experienced available and supportive 
caregivers. As a result, attachment theory suggests that secure individuals typically have access 
to positive emotions as there is relatively little distortion of interactions present (Main & 
Goldwyn, 1998). Insecure individuals who hold negative representations of themselves and 
others have in general experienced unavailable and un-supportive attachment figures. As a result, 
insecure people tend to de-activate (avoidance) or activate (anxious) their attachment system, 
which according to Torquati and Raffaelli (2004) may cause blunting or affective experiences, 
leading them to experience less positive emotions.  
Another component of subjective well-being is life satisfaction. According to Shin and 
Johnson, (1978), life satisfaction refers to “a global assessment of a person’s quality of life 
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according to his chosen career” (p. 477) or put simply, it reflects how satisfied people feel with 
their life generally. A few research studies have documented the links between adult attachment 
styles and perceptions of life satisfaction (Deniz & Isik, 2010; Eng, Heimberg, Hart, Schneier, & 
Liebowitz, 2001; Wright & Perrone, 2010). For example, Deniz and Isik (2010) conducted a 
study with 421 undergraduate students. They asked their participants to complete a questionnaire 
pack with the RQ (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) as a measure of the attachment styles and 
the satisfaction with life scale (SLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) as a measure of 
their perceived satisfaction with life in general. Correlational analyses revealed a strong 
relationship between participants’ secure attachment style and perceptions of life satisfaction. 
Negative correlations were found for both the insecure attachment styles and life satisfaction. 
This supports earlier research within the clinical population (Eng et al., 2001). Eng et al.’s (2001) 
study aimed to examine the effects of attachment anxiety and avoidance on measures of life 
satisfaction. They sought 118 patients, who had been treated for a stress and anxiety disorder and 
administered patients with a number of self report questionnaires. Specifically, Collin’s (1996) 
Revised Adult Attachment Scale (RAAS) was administered as a measure of their attachment 
style (secure, anxious and avoidance) and the Liebowitz Self Rated Disability Scale (LSRDS; 
Schneier et al., 1994) was administered to measure life satisfaction. Their findings revealed that 
anxious and avoidant patients reported a lower quality of life (i.e., lower life satisfaction) than 
secure patients who reported a better quality of life in general (i.e., higher levels of life 
satisfaction). Thus, in sum, attachment security as opposed to attachment insecurity helps to 
sustain positive relationship functioning and positive experiences of subjective well being.  
Overall, attachment theory has been influential to both developmental and social-personality 
psychologists. Attachment theory has provided a framework for understanding individual 
differences in the emotional bonds that are formed in significant relationships across the lifespan, 
including those bonds developed within parental-child relationships, romantic relationships as 
well as within contextual relationships including those with therapists, teachers and 
organizational leaders. Further, it has provided and generated valuable insight into how 
personality characteristics such as attachment styles have the capacity to shape ones relational 
experiences and wellbeing within these contexts. However, to date, there has been limited 
research that has attempted to utilise attachment theory as a framework for understanding 
relational processes within sport. Specifically, there has been no research that has focused on 
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examining the coach as a contextual attachment figure or investigated how individual differences 
in personality such as attachment styles can affect both interpersonal and intrapersonal 
functioning within the coach-athlete dyad. The second part of this thesis attempts to provide 
evidence to support (a) the coach as a sport specific attachment figure and (b) to support 
attachment theory as a framework for understanding individual differences in personality-like 
characteristics in shaping the interpersonal bonds formed between coaches and athletes and in  
influencing subsequent relational experiences.  
 
2.2 Attachment Theory within Sport Context 
Researchers have recognised the cross-fertilisation of conceptual and theoretical models 
from one domain of psychology to others (e.g., Poczwardowski, Barrott, & Jowett, 2006). One 
recent example of such cross-fertilisation has been noted in the application of attachment theory 
(Bowlby, 1969) to the domain of sport and exercise psychology (see Carr, 2009a, 2009b; Davis 
& Jowett, 2010; Forrest, 2008).  In introducing the area of attachment theory to the realm of 
sport, Carr (2009a) and Forrest (2008), produced two conceptual papers, with the aim of 
discussing and identifying the implications of attachment theory and identifying interesting 
avenues of research within the domain of sport and physical activity. Among these papers, both 
outline and highlight the potential for attachment theory to contribute to understanding 
competitive stress and attention, as well as peer relationships, with or without the support of 
other established theoretical frameworks such as achievement goal motivation and self 
determination theory.  
Forrest’s (2008) conceptual paper proposes that attachment theory could offer a useful 
theoretical framework to explore individual differences in athletes’ self-regulation and 
attentional flexibility under stressful conditions inherent to competitive sport. Specifically, 
Forrest outlines the related challenges of anxiety, choking under pressure, and recovery from 
stress can be influenced by an athlete’s attachment style. Further, Forrest (2008) postulates that 
athletes possessing different attachment styles would experience variable perceptions and 
responses to competitive anxiety (i.e., worry, somatic anxiety and concentration disruption). For 
example, avoidant athletes may choose to avert their focus of attention away from sources of 
competitive anxiety because their working model of attachment suggests that their attachment 
figure would not be available should they encounter difficulties.  Consequently, avoidant athletes 
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would possibly score low on trait and state anxiety measures (e.g., Spielberger, 1983) as a result 
of their approach to self-regulating competitive anxiety. Conversely, anxious athletes would 
report high trait and state anxiety and perceive the anxiety of a competitive event to be 
debilitative. Whereas secure athletes’ would commit attention to the competitive anxiety as their 
internal working models would represent attachment figure “availability” should they experience 
performance difficulties. 
In conclusion, Forrest (2008) outlines a number of directions for future research in terms 
of exploring the influence of individual differences in attachment styles on athletes’ responses to 
competitive stress. Future researchers for example could (a) identify the distribution of 
attachment classifications within the athletic population in comparison with the general 
population; (b) exploring longitudinal studies that assess how attachment style classifications 
affect athletic success over time; (c) compare attachment classifications across different sports; 
and (d) examine correlates of attachment styles with established measures currently used in sport 
psychology research. 
Carr’s (2009a) conceptual paper outlined potential future research for the conceptual 
links between attachment theory, achievement goal models and peer relationship frameworks in 
sport. For example, with regards to achievement motivation, Carr (2009a) suggests that central to 
attachment theory, the innate behavioural control systems such as the attachment system and 
exploration systems have been found to be of particular importance for achievement motivation 
research. Outside of the domain of sport, achievement goal theorists (Elliot and Reis, 2003) have 
found similarities between the concept of effectance motivation and the attachment exploration 
system (i.e., a system that allows individuals to explore their environment). Effectance 
motivation is thought to be linked to achievement motivation because in contrast to insecure 
internal working models of attachment, secure working models are likely to promote positive, 
approach-based mastery oriented systems of exploration. Moreover, Elliot and Reis (2003) have 
also provided evidence that attachment styles are linked to contextual achievement goals and to 
higher order achievement motives. Therefore, as a result of the research conducted outside of the 
domain of sport, Carr (2009a) proposed that attachment theory may have the potential to 
contribute to the understanding of achievement goals theory literature within the domain of sport 
and physical activity. However, research has yet to acknowledge the significance of this 
proposition. 
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Carr (2009a) also outlined the potential for future research to explore the link between 
adolescent child-parent attachment bonds and their impact on experiences of friendship quality 
characteristics in youth sport settings. Guided by West and colleagues (1998) who proposed that 
during adolescence, parent-child care-giving attachments are relinquished and new attachments 
relationships are formed with peers, Carr proposed that in the context of sport, children with 
insecure attachment styles towards parental figures maybe less likely to develop positive peer 
friendships than secure children because previous attachment experiences with parents guide 
them to perceive others and themselves negatively. In contrast, secure children possess positive 
experiences which allow them to view their friendships and themselves within that relationship, 
in a more positive light. Furthermore, Carr recommends that future research should examine the 
friendship qualities and attachment characteristics of both members of a friendship dyad and how 
the role of attachment characteristics in friendship circles (i.e., how attachment relates to several 
friendship formations) that go beyond dyadic interactions contribute to social dynamics in youth 
sport settings.  
According to Carr (2009b), peer relationship quality has important implications for 
children’s motivation related outcomes, well being and sport involvement. As a result, Carr 
advocates that it is important that research investigates potential antecedents of friendship quality 
and that attachment theory offers a useful framework to examine this. In considering the 
potential for future research, Carr (2009b) presented an empirical paper, by which he examined 
the link between secure adolescent-parent attachment relationships and experiences of friendship 
quality in male team sport participants. Firstly, Carr hypothesised that secure adolescent –
parental attachment bonds would correspond to positive sport friendship characteristics including 
companionship and pleasant, self esteem enhancement and support, loyalty and intimacy, things 
in common, and conflict resolution and conflict experiences, and insecure attachment bonds 
would be associated with more negative friendship characteristics. Secondly, Carr hypothesised 
that friendship quality characteristics would be most positive when both friends were securely 
attached and most negative when both friends were insecurely attached. The Adolescent 
Attachment Questionnaire (AAQ; West et al., 1998) and the Sport Friendship Quality Scale 
(SFQS; Weiss & Smith, 1999) were administered to ninety six male adolescents involved in 
team sports. Multiple regression analysis was conducted for the first hypothesis, which provided 
supportive evidence as all of the dimensions of attachment (AAQ) positively predicted the five 
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dimensions of the SFQS. Specifically, secure adolescent–parent attachment bonds were most 
predictive of friendship quality characteristics. Additionally, a one-way ANOVA provided 
evidence to support the second hypothesis. Findings revealed that male adolescents’ perceptions 
of the quality of their sporting friendships were related to their own attachment characteristics 
and of the attachment characteristics of their best sporting friend. Therefore, Carr’s research 
provided evidence that when both friends possess a secure attachment, they experience more 
positive friendships than those who are either both insecurely attached or are a combination of 
secure and insecure. 
Carr (2009b) suggests that the empirical findings of his study support the attachment 
literature (Bartholomew, 1990) as they uphold the contention that a relationship that has two 
individuals with a secure attachment bond is more likely to experience positive relationship 
experiences because they hold positive working models of themselves and others, which allow 
them to form close, affectional bonds to significant others. Two individuals who are insecurely 
attached tend to hold negative working models of themselves and others, which prevents them 
from forming close relational bonds. Carr posits that the implications of these findings may be 
important for explaining how male adolescents function in their sporting contexts. Further, the 
findings from this study may help coaches group securely attached friends together within the 
sporting arena rather than grouping two insecure friends together.  
Carr’s (2009b) pioneering study was the first to identify the extent to which adolescent-
parental attachment bonds influence friendship quality characteristics, within the context of 
sport. However, it is important to note that Carr’s initial study was largely based upon an 
intrapersonal approach (i.e., identifying the influence of one’s attachment characteristics on 
one’s own perception of relationship quality with a best sporting friend) instead of identifying in 
depth the interpersonal processes involved (i.e., identifying how adolescents own perceptions of 
friendship quality might depend on their own attachment characteristics and the attachment 
characteristics of their best sporting friend) within sport friendship characteristics.  
Although Carr (2009b) provides some preliminary evidence to suggest that sport 
friendship dyads in which both friends report a secure attachment has a positive influence on 
perceptions of friendship quality, the findings are still limited. As a result, Carr and Fitzpatrick 
(2011) sought to corroborate and extend Carr’s preliminary study by employing an Actor-Partner 
Interdependence Model (APIM; Cook & Kenny, 2005; Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006) approach. 
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Their first objective was to further investigate a sample of 193 male adolescents’ attachment 
characteristics with key parental figures and their perceptions of friendship quality within a 
dyadic sporting friendship. Secondly, Carr and Fitzpatrick sought to investigate the extent to 
which male adolescents’ friendship quality perceptions were a consequence of attachment 
characteristics of the self and of one’s best friend with 40 reciprocal best friend dyads. In 
replication of Carr’s (2009b) study, the AAQ (West et al., 1998) and the SFQS (Weiss & Smith, 
1999) were administered with resulting data subsequently analysed using multiple regression 
analysis and multilevel modelling.  The analyses found support for Carr’s (2009b) initial findings 
that adolescents’ attachment bonds with key parental figures are associated with their own (i.e., 
actor effects) perceptions of friendship quality experiences and that a secure attachment bond 
corresponds to more positive sporting friendships. Furthermore, multilevel analysis also revealed 
partner effects in the reciprocal sporting best friend dyads. That is, perceptions of friendship 
quality were also heavily influenced positively by their best friend’s (i.e., partner effects) secure 
attachment characteristics. Carr and Fitzpatrick (2011) concluded that “the effects of 
adolescents’ attachment styles are not limited to effects experienced solely within the adolescents 
themselves but appear to also be “transmitted to” and “received” by the relationship partners 
with whom they elect to form close friendships” (p. 389).  
The findings from Carr and Fitzpatrick’s (2011) study further support the argument that 
dyadic research is important when investigating social processes within sport (Jowett & 
Wylleman, 2006; Lorimer, 2009). Moreover, both of the research papers outlined here by Carr 
(2009b, 2011) are important as they identify the potential implications of adolescent- parental 
attachment bonds in the sporting domain and highlight the utility of considering attachment 
theory in sport and exercise psychology research. 
 
2.2.1 Attachment Theory and the Coach-Athlete Dyad 
Shaver and Mikulincer (2008) have acknowledged that similar to organizational leaders, 
teachers and therapists, a sports coach may also be an important relational context-specific 
attachment figure. To date, there has been no empirical research that has investigated the coach 
as a potential attachment figure and the impact of coach-athlete attachment bonds on subsequent 
social and personal outcomes (e.g., relationship quality and well being). This next section 
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attempts to provide both empirical and anecdotal evidence to support the potential role of the 
coach as influential attachment figure within the context of sport.  
As highlighted in an earlier section of this review, as children progress into adolescence 
and adulthood, attachment theory postulates that new affectional ties to peers and other 
significant figures are formed (Bowlby, 1988; Weiss, 1991). This is not to say that parents are 
completely abandoned as attachment figures with no further significance in a person’s life; it is 
that they become “attachment figures in reserve” (West et al., 1998, p. 662). Within the context 
of sport, parental roles have been cited as being most influential during the earlier years of 
children’s sport involvement (Baxter-Jones & Maffulli, 2003; Côté & Hay, 2002; Rees & Hardy, 
2000; Wolfenden & Holt, 2005). However, over time parents’ roles evolve and become less 
pronounced as the athlete moves through adolescence into adulthood and their corresponding 
athletic development progresses (Bloom, 1985; Côté, 1999; Durand-Bush, Salmela & Thompson, 
2004; Hellstedt, 1990, 1995). As the child develops within their chosen sport, other influential 
figures such as coaches and peers gain greater significance in an athlete’s career (Weiss & 
Williams, 2004; Wylleman & Lavallee, 2004). Thus, it may be possible that the evolving nature 
of an athlete’s social network places a sports coach in a favourable position to fulfil the three 
attachment functions that are deemed necessary to act as an attachment figure.  
 The evolving nature of the athlete’s social network is highlighted in the sport psychology, 
development and career transitions literature. Based heavily upon research and applied sport 
psychological support with a diverse group of athletes that included student athletes, elite and 
non-elite athletes, former Olympians, Wylleman and Lavallee (2004) presented a lifespan 
developmental model of normative phases and transitions faced by athletes. These normative 
phases and transitions were thought to occur at an athletic, psychological, psychosocial and 
academic/vocational level (see Figure 2.3). The top layer of Figure 2.3 (the athletic level) 
identifies three particular phases and transitions athletes face in their athletic development (i.e., 
initiation, development and mastery) and a discontinuation stage that reflects athletes’ transitions 
out of their athletic career. The second layer represents developmental stages and transitions at 
an individual psychological level including childhood, adolescence and adulthood. The focus of 
the third layer is the athletes’ psychosocial development and is representative of relationships to 
parents, siblings, peers coaches and partners. The third layer illustrates the hierarchy that athletes 
assign to specific individuals in terms of significance during different stages of transitions and 
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development. The fourth and final layer reflects academic stages and transitions from primary 
education through to professional employment.  
The third layer of the life span model is of particular interest for the purpose of this thesis 
as it lends support to the proposal of the coach emerging as an important and influential 
attachment figure through an athlete’s development. Research has generally found that during 
the initiation stage (which usually occurs during childhood) of sport involvement, coaches 
assume more of a motivational role, whilst parents assume a leadership role or a combined 
“parent-coach” role, responsible for providing emotional support, advice, guidance and early 
instruction (Bloom, 1985; Côté, 1999; Holt & Morley, 2004; Fredericks & Eccles, 2004; Serpa & 
Damasio, 2001). However, as children progress into the developmental and mastery stages, the 
emphasis of their involvement tends to shift from participating for fun and playfulness to the 
maturation of sport specialization (see Bloom, 1985). As a result, coaches become more 
intimately involved with the technical and tactical elements of their athlete’s performance, 
placing greater demands and expectations on the learning environment in comparison to parents 
(Côté, 1999). Parents’ influence remains extremely important throughout these stages, however 
their role changes from offering instruction and guidance, to becoming a source of 
encouragement of instilling commitment to the sport as well as an emotional refuge away from 
the stress of competition (Durand-Bush et al. 2004; Hellstedt, 1995). 
There is also indirect research literature specifically examining the role of coaches (e.g., 
Côté, 2002; Côté & Fraser-Thomas, 2007) that lends support to the possibility that athletes can 
target their coaches to fulfil the three specified attachment functions. That is, they perceive their 
coach as someone who they are likely to seek a level of closeness and proximity too (proximity 
maintenance), who provides a source of comfort and security (safe haven) and a welcomed 
platform where they can explore and experiment with different skills (Secure base). For example, 
sport psychology literature has viewed the role of the coach as instrumental in enhancing 
athletes’ performance, self-esteem, personal growth, and general well-being (e.g., Côté, 2002; 
Côté & Fraser-Thomas, 2007).  
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Figure 2.3. Developmental model on transitions faced by athletes at an athletic, psychological, 
psychosocial and academic level. Note: The dotted lines specifies at which age the transitions 
generally take place (Wylleman & Lavallee, 2004) 
 
There is also further anecdotal and empirical research that provides support for the coach 
as a potential attachment figure. Research that focuses on the content and functions of the coach-
athlete relationship has provided descriptions of coaches that resemble the basic attachment 
notions of “stronger and wiser” (e.g., leading, supporting, advising, comforting) and “security 
enhancing” (e.g., experiencing others as trusting, empathic, appreciative, allowing for 
exploration and discovery) attachment figures who overlap with features of parental and marital 
bonds (e.g., Jowett, 2003; Jowett, 2005; Jowett & Cockerill, 2002; Jowett & Frost, 2007). For 
example, Jowett & Cockeril (2003) provide some anecdotal examples to support this contention 
including “Steve Cram described his relationship with coach Jimmy Hedley as “being supportive… 
it goes beyond an athlete–coach relationship. He’s a friend of the family and another sort of father 
figure”  and “ the heptathlete Glynis Nunn, coached by John Daly, similarly stated that her 
relationship with her coach was underlined by understanding, ‘just as in a father–daughter 
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relationship or in marriage” (p. 314). Furthermore, Jowett & Cockerill (2003) provided further 
anecdotal evidence after conducting interviews with twelve Olympic gold medallists to 
investigate the nature and significance of the coach-athlete relationship. One Olympic medallist 
quoted “My coach was a father figure. My respect for him was uppermost....we remained close 
after I ended my career in swimming until he died” (p. 320).  In a separate study, Jowett (2005) 
stated that coaches are instrumental to their athletes’ because they can provide sources of help 
during difficult times, including periods of burnout and injury and during emotional crises, 
including disqualification from major competition and during transitional periods. Furthermore 
Mageau and Vallerand (2003) described the coach as someone who teaches athletes technical 
skills but also someone who nurtures the whole person.  
Taken together, these descriptions of coaches’ roles closely resemble the characteristics 
of security enhancing “stronger and wiser” attachment figures that are potentially able to provide 
a target for proximity, a secure base and a safe haven. Coaches provide advice, technical and 
emotional guidance relieving their athletes’ distress or worries towards their sport (a safe haven). 
They, support their athletes’ autonomy, personal skill development, self confidence and desire to 
take on new challenges, thus sustaining their athletes’ ability to explore and take risks within 
their environment (secure base). Finally, coaches often make themselves available to their 
athletes should the athletes need them in times of need (proximity maintenance). Overall, recent 
coach-athlete relationship research (e.g., Jowett, 2007) highlights that coaches and athletes 
develop affective, cognitive, and behavioural bonds. However, it is also important to 
acknowledge that like other relationships including relationships of adults and their romantic 
partners and patients to therapists, not all coach-athlete relationships bonds will be attachment 
related. As Weiss (1991) outlines the “question is whether the relationship displays attachment 
properties” (p. 67).  Similarly, not all coach-athlete interactions will be attachment related. As 
Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) outline “ in relations between an athlete and his or her coach, 
many of the interactions maybe concerned with teaching, criticism and so on, without the 
potential attachment aspects of the relationship being salient” (p. 18). Thus, from the evidence 
presented in this section, it is possible that the context of sport may present some (not all) 
athletes’ and coaches’ with opportunities for developing attachment bonds, that function to 
provide a secure base and safe haven for personal growth and development.  
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The application of well-respected theoretical frameworks from allied disciplines of 
psychology has been viewed as an important medium to advance our general knowledge and 
basic understanding of coach-athlete relationships (Poczwardowski et al., 2006).  We believe that 
the application of attachment theory to the study of coach-athletes relationships maybe helpful in 
addressing the interpersonal complexities that underline interactions between coaches’ and their 
athletes’. Specifically, attachment theory may provide an appreciation of how individual 
difference characteristics such as coaches’ and athletes attachment styles might affect the quality 
of the coach-athlete relationship. The following section outlines the significance of the coach-
athlete dyad by outlining the development of theoretical frameworks that have been utilised to 
assess the interpersonal dynamics of the coach-athlete dyad, thus far. Furthermore, the following 
section attempts to addresses how these frameworks have attempted to incorporate individual 
differences characteristics such as age, gender and personality in studying the coach-athlete 
dyad.  
 
2.3. Significance of Studying the Coach-Athlete Dyad. 
According to Lyle (2002) and Jowett (2007) the coach-athlete relationship is central to 
effective coaching and is a fundamental precursor of athletes’  optimal functioning. In research 
terms, the study of interpersonal relationships in sport has been a rapidly developing area of 
research since Wylleman (2000) recognized the paucity that existed within the sport psychology 
literature. One of the reasons for the scarcity of research within this area has been the lack of 
theoretical models applied to the study of the coach-athlete relationship (Jowett & Wylleman, 
2006; Poczwardowski, Barott, & Henschen, 2002; Wylleman, 2000). Initially, the 
multidimensional model (MDML; Chelladurai & Carron, 1978; Chelladurai, 1993) and the 
mediational model (MML; Smoll & Smith, 1989) of coach leadership were the predominant 
primary frameworks used to study the interpersonal dynamics involved between coaches and 
athletes.  
Firstly, the MDML (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978; Chelladurai, 1993) was proposed as a 
framework to study leadership effectiveness and suggests that effective leadership is based upon 
a series of interactions between the leader, group members as well as situational constraints. 
Thus, the model focuses on the coach’s “actual”  behaviours, the athlete’s “preferred”  coaching 
behaviours and coaching behaviours that are “ required”  by the situation. Furthermore, the model 
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suggests that positive outcomes including satisfaction and performance are more likely to occur 
when there is congruence between a leader’s actual behaviour, the athlete’s preferred behaviour 
and the required behaviours of the situation. Further, the model also suggests that antecedent 
factors including leader and athlete individual difference characteristics (i.e., maturity, past 
experiences, age, gender and personality) may influence a leader’s actual behaviour and the 
athlete’s preferences for leadership behaviours. Research that has focused on the MDML have 
commonly employed the Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) and have 
found associations between coach leadership styles, as measured by the Leadership Scale for 
Sport (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) and athlete performance and satisfaction (Riemer & 
Chelladurai, 1998; Riemer & Toon, 2001) and patterns of coaching behaviours (Serpa, Patko & 
Santos, 1991). Research employing the MDML that has focused on individual difference 
characteristics has mainly explored the effects of age and gender (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1978; 
Riemer & Toon, 2001; Wang, 1997) and neglected to examine coaches’ and athletes’ personality 
characteristics. Furthermore, the research that has focused on individual differences, whilst 
employing the MDML has only examined the effects of age and gender on one member of the 
coach-athlete dyad.  
Secondly, the MML (Smoll, Smith, Curtis & Hunt, 1978; Smoll & Smith, 1989) focuses 
on athletes’  perceptions of and their attitudes towards their coaches’  behaviours. The model 
purports that the effects of a coach’s actual behaviours on an athlete’s evaluative reactions are 
mediated by the athlete’s perceptions and evaluations of these behaviours (Smoll & Smith, 
1989). Furthermore, it has been suggested that athletes’  and coaches’  situational (e.g., 
competition level, nature of sport, previous success) and individual difference characteristics 
(e.g., age, gender, personality characteristics) also act as moderators of this mediated 
relationship. Unlike the MDML, the MML aims to assess actual behaviours in the sporting field, 
of which are often measured using the Coaching Behaviour Assessment System (CBAS; Smith, 
Smoll & Hunt, 1977).  The CBAS allows for the direct observation and coding of coaches’  
leadership behaviours. Research that has focused on the MML have found that athletes’ 
perceptions of their coaches’ behaviours are linked to important sport outcomes including self 
esteem (e.g., Smith & Smoll, 1990) and team cohesion (Smith, Zane, Smoll & Coppell, 1983). 
Furthermore, the model proposes that coaches’  characteristics including personality play an 
important antecedent role in determining their actual coaching behaviours. However, research 
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investigating this line of inquiry has been limited. Similar to the MDML, much of the research 
attention has focused on athlete characteristics including age and gender (Chelladurai & Saleh, 
1978; Riemer & Toon, 2001) in predicting athletes’  preferred behavior.  
Early research that has primarily focused on the MDML and MML as a means of 
examining the “ interpersonal”  dynamics between coaches and athletes have often been criticised 
for being unable to capture the reciprocal nature of the coach-athlete relationship (Wylleman, 
2000; Jowett & Meek, 2000; Jowett, 2005) . Specifically, it has been highlighted that the 
leadership models focus only on the “uni-directional”  (i.e., coach > athlete) nature of the coach-
athlete relationship. That is, they only acknowledge the importance of the coach’s behaviour and 
the effects of these behaviours on the athlete and neglects the athletes’  contributions to the 
relationship (Wylleman, 2000). Furthermore, although research surrounding the MDML and 
MML have acknowledged that individual difference characteristics play an important role in 
determining preferred coaching behaviours, this too has only been a one –way process.  
Moreover, research surrounding these models has neglected to consider how the personality of 
coaches and athletes affect each other and their relational dynamics. As the coach-athlete 
relationship, is a two-way, dyadic relationship (Jowett & Cockerill, 2002) the research 
employing the MDML and MML fail to acknowledge the ‘bi-directional’ (i.e., coach > athlete, 
athlete > coach) nature of the coach-athlete relationship; specifically, how coaches’  and athletes’  
behaviours affect each other. Relationship researchers outside of the sport domain (e.g., 
Bersheid, 1999; Hinde, 1997; Kenny, 1995) have advocated for relationship research to take a 
dyadic approach in order to capture the intricacies experienced between two people.  
In consideration of these recommendations and of the limitations presented by adopting 
leadership-oriented approaches, many sport researchers have shifted their focus from leadership 
to relationship research avenues (e.g., Wylleman, 2000). Accordingly both relational and 
motivational models have been forwarded in attempts to capture the “bi-directional’” process of 
the coach-athlete relationship. For example, (a) Wylleman (2000) put forth a three-faceted 
conceptual model that examines athletes’ perceived interpersonal behavior in the coach-athlete 
dyad in terms of acceptance-rejection and dominance-submission, as well as socioemotional 
factors; (b) Poczwardowski, et al. (2002) proposed a qualitative interpretative framework to 
examine the context and process of coach-athlete dyads; (c) Mageau and Vallerand (2003) offer 
a motivational model of the coach-athlete relationship that describes how personal orientations 
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and perceived interpersonal behaviours of the coach and athlete impact athletes’ intrinsic and 
self-determined types of motivation within the coaching context; and (d) Jowett and colleagues 
(Jowett, 2007, 2009; Jowett & Cockerill, 2003) outlined the 3+1Cs model and its accompanying 
Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaires (e.g., Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004; Rhind & Jowett, in 
press) to explain the quality of the relationship and its functions via the constructs of closeness, 
commitment, complementarity, and co-orientation. These models and others (see Shepherd et al., 
2006) have filled a conceptual and theoretical gap within the coach-athlete interpersonal 
dynamics literature. A more in-depth discussion regarding these four models and their inclusion 
or exclusion of individual difference characteristics that are relevant to the coach-athlete 
relationship is outlined in the following section. 
 
2.3.1 Relational Approaches 
Wylleman’s (2000) Model.  Based on interpersonal theory (Kiesler, 1983) and work 
conducted by (Vertommen, 1979), Wylleman (2000), developed a relational model to understand 
the interpersonal behaviours that occur during coach-athlete interactions. The model proposes 
that athletes’ and coaches’ interpersonal behaviours are best represented along three dimensions: 
(a) “acceptance-rejection” which reflects positive or negative attitudes towards the relationship; 
(b) “dominance-submission” which reflects taking a strong or weak position within the 
relationship; (c) “social- emotional” which reflects taking a social and/or personal role in the 
relationship. Further, an important aspect of the model is that it accounts for reciprocal 
behaviours. That is, the model suggests that coach’s behaviours will affect those of the athlete, as 
much as the athlete’s behaviours will affect the coach. So, if the coach has positive attitudes 
towards their athletes, then their athletes are more likely to respond with a positive attitude.  
The strength of this model is that it was developed to overcome some of the restrictions 
identified by earlier research and therefore accounts for the bi-directional nature of the coach- 
athlete relationship. Further, a methodology for assessing the operationalization of this 
framework has also been developed. The Sport Interpersonal Relationship Questionnaire (SIRQ; 
Wylleman, 1995) takes into account three perspectives relevant to interpersonal behaviours 
including (a) the content of socio-emotional interpersonal behaviours; (b) the bi-directionality of 
behaviours, by which the athlete and coach describes his/her own behaviour towards their partner 
and, the behaviour of the partner towards him/her and; (c) the preference for  interpersonal 
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behaviours, that are reflected in perceptions of actual behaviours and preferred behaviours. 
Wylleman (1995) concluded that the SIRQ enables researchers to quantifiably address 
perceptions of interpersonal behaviours that occur in bi-directionally relationships. 
 Whilst this model took an important step in addressing earlier restrictions that were made 
by examining the “interpersonal” component of a relationship, from a leadership perspective, this 
model has also been open to criticism. For example, the model has only focused on the 
behavioural aspect of the coach-athlete relationship and as recommended by relationship 
researchers (cf. Berscheid, 1999; Hinde, 1997), the cognitive and affective elements of a 
relationship are also important to consider. Furthermore, unlike the leadership approaches, this 
model does not consider individual difference factors such as personality characteristics that may 
influence coaches’ and athletes’ interpersonal behaviours. Finally, Wyllemans (2000) model is 
limited, as there has been a lack of research that has tested the validity and reliability of the 
model, thus, the usefulness of this model is questionable.    
Pocwardowski, Henschen and Barott’s (2002) Model. In utilizing social exchange 
theories (cf. Murstein, Cerreto & MacDonald, 1977), Pocwardowski and colleagues proposed a 
qualitative framework to investigate the process and context of the coach-athlete dyad. This 
framework was based upon Pocwardowski’s (1997) qualitative study that investigated the 
significance of coaches’ and athletes’ personality characteristics, interpersonal needs and 
behaviours as well as social factors including roles and group cohesion. The findings of this 
investigation helped to conceptualise the coach-athlete relationship as a recurring pattern of 
reciprocal care, that is subject to both the behavioural (athletes’ and coaches’ actions and 
interactions) and cognitive- affective aspects (athletes’ and coaches meaning of the relationship) 
of the relationship. As a result of these findings Poczwardowski et al (2002) presented an 
integrated model consisting of three key elements were outlined. The first of the three key 
elements imply that in order for a coach-athlete relationship to be successful, the athlete and the 
coach need to recognize that the rewards gained outweigh the costs of the relationship. The 
second of the key elements suggest that the interactions between a coach and their athlete should 
include continual mutual agreements and negotiation. The final of the three key elements of 
Poczwardowski et al.’s (2002) model also contends that the interactions between the coach and 
their athlete should to some degree; regulate the perceptions of the relationship as this pertains to 
the cost/reward ratio.  
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A limitation to the model presented is that, although Poczwardowki’s (1997) qualitative 
study aimed to examine the significance of personality characteristics within the coach-athlete 
relationship, the proposed model fails to acknowledge such factors. Furthermore, despite 
Pocwardowski’s et al’s (2002) efforts to create a model that examines bi-directionally, the 
context and process of the coach-athlete relationship, the model’s utility is questionable. This is 
because there has been a lack of research to test the validity and reliability of the theoretical 
assertions of this model.    
Mageau and Vallerand’s (2003) Motivational Model. In line with cognitive evaluation 
theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) and the hierarchical model of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation 
(Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand & Hess,  2000), Mageau and Vallerand (2003) presented a 
motivational model of the coach-athlete relationship to describe how coaches can influence their 
athlete’s motivation.  The model describes how coaches’ personal orientation towards coaching, 
the context in which they work in, and their perceptions of their athletes’ behaviour and 
motivation influence their own coaching behaviours. In turn, the model suggests that these 
behaviours influence their athlete’s need for autonomy, competence and relatedness which 
guides their athlete’s intrinsic and self-determined extrinsic motivation. Although at first the 
motivational model may appear to only examine how coaches’ behaviours affect their athletes’ 
motivation, Mageau and Vallerand (2003) acknowledge that the coach-athlete relationship is a 
reciprocal process. It is suggested that coaches’ do not behave or react in the same way with each 
and every athlete they work with.  The motivational model acknowledges that each coach reacts 
differently to each athlete’s perceived actual motivation and behaviours; thus, suggesting that in 
turn, the athlete’s behaviours and motivation influence the coach. Therefore Mageau and 
Vallerand (2003) extend the leadership literature by placing emphasis on the “bi-directional” 
nature of the coach-athlete relationship. 
Although Mageau and Vallerand (2003) have made efforts to create a model that 
incorporates both athletes’ and coaches’ behavioural and cognitive appraisals of their 
relationship, their model fails to examine athletes’ and coaches’ thoughts and feelings towards 
their relationship. As well as assessing the cognitive and behavioural components of a 
relationship, relationship researchers acknowledge that assessing relationship partners thoughts 
and feeling towards their relationship, is integral in creating a fuller picture (Hinde, 1997).  
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Jowett’s (2007) 3+1C Model. The 3 + 1 Cs conceptual model has been developed in an 
attempt to describe the content and quality of the dyadic coach-athlete relationship (Jowett, 
2007).  The model aims to conceptualize the nature of the coach-athlete relationship, as well as 
recommend a means for assessing it.  Its formulation derived from Kelley et al.’s (1983) 
definition that stated a two-person relationship as the situation in which two persons’ feelings, 
cognitions and behaviors are mutually and causally interconnected.  Using this definition as a 
guide, a narrative literature review of two-person relationships was conducted in order to identify 
how researchers have investigated relationship members’ interpersonal feelings, thoughts, 
behaviors and their interconnections (see Jowett, 2001).  
The results of this review highlighted the existence of distinct interpersonal psychological 
constructs that assess feelings, thoughts and behaviors of relationship members. For example, 
some scholars focus on interpersonal behaviors of two-person relationships employing such 
constructs as complementarity (Kiesler, 1997) whilst others have used behavioral closeness (e.g., 
Berscheid, Snyder, & Omoto, 1989) to represent the nature of interaction. Other scholars 
emphasized emotional closeness, which includes interpersonal feelings of love and trust (e.g., 
Rubin, 1973) to describe the emotional closeness or interdependence of relationship members. 
Others have focused on interpersonal thoughts employing such constructs as commitment (e.g., 
Rosenblatt, 1977; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993) and co-orientation (e.g., Newcomb, 1953).  Despite 
Kelley et al.’s (1983) emphasis on the interconnectedness of the affective, cognitive and 
behavioral components of relationships, the literature review highlighted that these constructs 
developed independently but have continued to be studied separately from one another (Jowett, 
2001).  This apparent lack of integration within relationship literature signaled the need for 
taking a more integrative and encompassing view of dyadic relationships (cf. Berscheid, 1999; 
Hinde, 1997). Subsequently, the mutually exclusive psychological constructs of closeness, co-
orientation and complementarity (known as the original 3 Cs) were selected and incorporated 
into a conceptual model to represent the dyadic relationship coaches and their athletes form in 
the course of their athletic partnership (e.g., Jowett & Cockerill, 2003; Jowett & Meek, 2000).  
Subsequently, another construct was added namely Commitment (e.g., Jowett & Chaundy, 2004; 
Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) and the original construct of co-orientation was adapted to form the 
+ 1C.  In effect, the 3+1Cs (closeness, commitment, complementarity, and co-orientation) 
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represent coaches’ and athletes’ interdependent and interpersonal affective, cognitive, 
behavioral, and perceptual components respectively.   
The construct of Closeness refers to the affective element of the coach-athlete 
relationship and represents an emotional connection coaches and athlete develop over time and it 
is manifested in the interpersonal feelings of trust, like, care, and respect for one another. The 
construct of Commitment   represents the cognitive aspect of the coach-athlete relationship and 
refers to athletes’ and coaches’ motivation to maintain a close-tied relationship over a long 
period of time. The construct of Complementarity represents the behavioral aspect of the coach-
athlete relationship and refers to the level of collaboration or affiliation that is present in the dyad 
and is reflected in coaches’ and athletes’ interactions of responsiveness, easiness, and 
friendliness. Finally, the +1C co-orientation represents the inter-connected aspect of the coach-
athlete relationship and refers to coaches’ and athletes’ interpersonal perceptions regarding the 
quality of the coach-athlete relationship. Within the construct of co-orientation, Jowett (2007) 
has explained the importance of considering two distinct perceptual platforms from which 
coaches and athletes are likely to view, consider, and assess the quality of the relationship. These 
perceptual platforms include: the direct perspective (self-perceptions) and the meta-perspective 
(meta-perceptions). The direct perspective or direct perceptions reflects a relationship member’s 
personal thoughts and feelings for the other member (e.g., “I am committed to my coach” and “I 
am committed to my athlete”). The meta-perspective reflects a relationship member’s effort to 
perceive the relationship from the other member’s perspective (e.g., “My coach is committed (to 
me)” and “My athlete is committed (to me).  
Moreover, the combined study of these perspectives reveal three underlying dimensions 
of co-orientation within the coach-athlete dyad. These include assumed similarity, actual 
similarity and empathic understanding. Assumed similarity reflects the degree to which a 
relationship partner assumes that how one thinks feels and behaves is acknowledged the other 
partner. Actual similarity reflects the extent to which both members are similar in how they 
think, feel and behave. Finally, empathic understanding reflects the extent to which a relationship 
partner can understand how the other thinks, feels and behaves. Both the direct and meta-
perspectives, along with their accompanied dimensions are essential indicators that shape the 
quality of the coach-athlete relationship (Jowett, 2007b). Further,  the development of coach-
athlete relationship questionnaires (CART-Qs; Jowett, 2009a, 2009b; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 
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2004) have supplied a means to assess the quality of the coach-athlete relationship as this is 
defined via the 3Cs and both direct and meta-perspectives.  
The proposed 3 +1C model offers additional conceptual strengths in comparison to other 
leadership and relational models outlined previously in this chapter. Firstly, unlike Wyleman’ 
(2000) model and Mageau and Vallarands (2003) motivational model, the 3+ 1Cs model 
considers both the affective, cognitive and behavioral aspects of the coach-athlete relationship, 
and thus, providing a greater understanding of the dyadic relationship. Secondly, the 3+1Cs 
model has received much research attention over the past decade that has focused on both 
antecedents and consequences of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship (Adie & Jowett, 
2010; Jackson, Grove, & Beauchamp, 2010; Jowett & Chaundy, 2004; Jowett & Cockerill; 
Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004). As a result, there have been considerable support for the models 
validity and reliability, making the 3+1Cs model a well established and utilised construct.  
Jowett and Poczwardowski’s (2007) Integrated Model. Jowett and Poczwardowski 
(2007) created a multi-layered, integrated research model, comprising a network of constructs 
that surround the quality of the coach-athlete relationship (see Figure 2.4). The integrated 
research model is split into three layers. The first layer describes antecedent variables of the 
dyadic relationship, such as individual difference characteristics (e.g., age, gender, experience, 
and personality characteristics), wider social-cultural context variables (e.g., culture, language, 
sport organisation, roles, rules, and expectations) and relationship characteristics (e.g., 
relationship type and duration). These antecedent variables are proposed to affect the quality of 
the coach-athlete relationship (second layer). The second layer delineates the quality of the coach 
athlete relationship. The main components of relationship quality are made up of Jowett’s, 3+ 
1CSs conceptualization. The third layer of the model proposes a number of outcome variables 
associated with the quality of the coach- athlete relationship. These outcome variables include 
interpersonal outcomes (e.g., relationship satisfaction, conflict), intrapersonal outcomes (e.g., 
performance accomplishment, burnout) and group outcomes (e.g., team cohesion, collective 
efficacy). Each layer of the model is interrelated and proposes that antecedent variables (layer 1) 
such as individual difference characteristics including age, gender and personality affect the 
quality of the coach-athlete relationship (layer 2). Further, the quality of the coach-athlete 
relationship (layer 2) is supposed to affect consequent variables or correlates of the quality of 
coach-athlete relationship. For example, a coach-athlete relationship that is characterised by 
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closeness, commitment and complementarity behaviours are likely to benefit from outcomes 
such as feelings of satisfaction and happiness (Jowett & Poczwardowski, 2007). The following 
section addresses some of the research studies that have been conducted thus far to support the 
postulated links between layers one to three 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.3.2 Research Links Surrounding the Quality of the Coach-Athlete Relationship 
Quantitative research has explored both antecedents (layer 1 of Jowett and 
Pocwardowski, 2007, research model) and correlates (layer 3) of the coach-athlete relationship as  
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Figure 2.4. Jowett and Poczwardowski (2007) integrated research model 
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defined by the 3+1Cs. In regards to the antecedent variables- with a focus on individual 
difference characteristics (layer 1), representation of individual differences including, gender 
composition, ethnicity, experience and age have to some degree been studied and embraced 
within interpersonal relationship research. For example, research indicates that gender 
differences among athletes and coaches are prevalent and influence both coaches’ and athletes’ 
capability to infer each other’s feelings, thoughts and behaviours, as this relates to the 3Cs 
(Jowett & Clarke–Carter, 2006;  Jowett & Don-Carolis, 2004;  Olympiou, Jowett & Duda, 2008). 
For example, Jowett and Clark-Carters’ (2006) study aimed to investigate the 
interpersonal perceptions of assumed similarity and empathic accuracy within coach-athlete 
dyads. A major part of this study focused on examining the impact of gender and relationship 
duration in moderating the perception of accuracy and assumed similarity. The main results from 
this study for gender revealed that for the 3Cs, male and female athletes did not differ 
significantly in terms of accuracy and similarity for the construct of closeness. However, for 
commitment, a difference emerged in genders for coach assumed similarity. That is, coaches of 
female athletes assumed greater similarity than coaches of male athletes. A difference that 
surfaced for complementarity, reflected a greater covariance between athletes’ and coaches’ 
direct perceptions, particularly for females rather than for males athletes. When examining sport 
satisfaction, athletes assumed similarity differed between genders. For instance, females assumed 
similarity was stronger than male participants.  Similar gender differences were found in other 
studies (Jowett & Don-Carolis, 2004, Jowett & Rhind, 2006) of which also found that females 
generally perceived higher levels of closeness, commitment and complementarity. 
Research that has focused on outcomes (layer 3) of the quality of the coach-athlete 
relationship  have focused on correlates including team cohesion (Jowett & Chaundy, 2004); 
motivational climate (Olympiou, Jowett & Duda, 2008); achievement goals (Adie & Jowett, 
2010); physical self-concept (Jowett, 2008); passion (Lafraniere, Jowett, Vallerand & 
Carbonneau, 2011); empathy (Lorimer & Jowett, 2009); interpersonal perceptions (Jowett & 
Clark-Carter, 2006); efficacy beliefs (Jackson, Grove, & Beauchamp, 2010); interpersonal 
satisfaction including relationship satisfaction (Jowett & Don Carolis, 2003) and intrapersonal 
satisfaction, namely sport satisfaction (Lorimer, 2009; Jowett & Nezlek, 2010). Whilst, all of 
these studies are of importance in understanding how the quality of the relationship impacts upon 
sporting outcomes, one significant outcome that has often been reviewed in sport, in addition to 
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the attachment theory literature is satisfaction. Attachment theory provides evidence for the links 
between attachment styles (layer 1 of Poczwardowski et al’s, 2007 integrated model) and 
satisfaction (layer 3). In sport, researchers have provided evidence for the links between 
relationship quality (layer 2) and indices of satisfaction (layer 3). As there has been no research 
to date within the sport literature to support the purported linear associations between attachment 
styles (layer 1) relationship quality (layer 2) and satisfaction (layer 3), this section address 
research associated with the links between athletes’ and coaches perceptions of relationship 
quality and satisfaction.  
Specifically, research has indicated links between the quality of the coach-athlete relationship 
and athletes’ and coaches’ experiences of interpersonal satisfaction including relationship satisfaction 
(Jowett & Don-Carolis, 2003; Olympiou, et al., 2008) and intra-personal satisfaction including sport 
satisfaction (Olympiou, 2005). Jowett and Don- Carolis (2008) investigated the association between 
the coach-athlete relationship and satisfaction in team sports as perceived by male and female athletes. 
Investigations revealed that the nature of the relationship, as determined by the 3 Cs, affected athletes’ 
interpersonal satisfaction. In brief, commitment and complementarity significantly impacted upon 
female and male athletes’ satisfaction in comparison to the construct of closeness, which had no 
impact. With regards to performance, results revealed that athletes’ complementarity with the coach 
predicted satisfaction with individual performance; however, this was only apparent with female 
athletes. Olympiou, Jowett and Duda, (2008) also found evidence to suggest that the coach-athlete 
relationship impacts upon athletes’ satisfaction. In this study, Olympiou and colleagues (2008) 
examined the extent to which needs satisfaction, as described by the basic needs subtheory (Deci & 
Ryan, 2000), mediated the relationship between direct and meta perceptions of the coach-athlete 
relationship and satisfaction. Results showed that athletes’ meta and direct perceptions of the coach 
athlete-relationship (i.e., in terms of closeness, commitment, and complementarity) were predictive of 
athletes’ needs satisfaction. Needs satisfaction was shown to enhance athletes’ perceptions of 
satisfaction, individual performance, and performance accomplishments.  
Research that has focused on examining the links between relationship quality and indices of 
sport satisfaction has found similar findings. For example, Jowett and Nezlek (2011) investigated the 
associations between relationship quality and three facets of sports satisfaction (e.g., satisfaction with 
coaches’ training and instruction, satisfaction with performance and satisfaction with coaches’ 
behaviours) with a sample of 138 coach-athlete dyads. After administering self report questionnaires 
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to assess athletes’ and coaches’ relationship quality and facets of sports satisfaction, they found that 
athletes’ and coaches’ perceptions of relationship quality (i.e., closeness, commitment and 
complementarity) were associated with all sport satisfaction facets. Interestingly, they also found 
gender to moderate this relationship. Specifically, they found that all female dyads as opposed to 
mixed gender dyads were more satisfied with training and instruction. This finding lends support to 
show that individual differences influence the satisfaction and happiness of coach-athlete dyads. 
Similarly, Lorimer and Jowett (2009) conducted a study with 120 coaches’ and athletes’ that 
examined the impact of meta-perceptions of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship on athletes’ 
satisfaction with personal treatment and training and instruction. Their findings revealed that athletes’ 
and coaches’ meta-perceptions of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship were significantly 
correlated to the satisfaction variables. Lorimer and Jowett (2009) concluded those athletes’ and 
coaches’, who felt their partner likes, trusts, and respects them, is committed to them and works well 
with them are more likely to be satisfied with their current sporting endeavours.  This supports an 
earlier study conducted by Olympiou, (2005) whose study revealed that athlete’ meta-perspectives of 
closeness, commitment and complementarity were positively associated with a number of sport 
satisfaction variables including satisfaction with individual and team performance and satisfaction 
with personal treatment from the coach.  
 
2.4. The Proposed Thesis 
While research applying the aforementioned conceptual models of the coach-athlete 
relationship has generated valuable information regarding the content, functions and 
consequences of the coach-athlete relationship, there is still need for further exploration, 
especially pertaining to the role of individual differences characteristics. Whilst individual 
differences characteristics such as age and gender have been incorporated and studied within the 
leadership and relational literature, research examining personality-like characteristics in shaping 
the relational experiences and interpersonal bonds formed between coaches and their athletes 
remains limited.  In line with Poczwardowski, Barott, and Jowett’s (2006) suggestion that major 
theories from allied disciplines may be helpful in addressing the interpersonal complexities that 
underline interactions between coaches and athletes, this thesis aims to apply attachment theory 
(Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1988) to the context of the coach-athlete relationship. The following 
empirical chapters that progress from this review attempt to extend theory, research and applied 
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practice within the coach-athlete dyad by exploring athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles and 
their influences upon the quality of the coach-athlete relationship  on one hand and athletes’ 
subjective wellbeing on the other. The objectives and aims and of each empirical chapter are 
presented below. 
 
2.5 Thesis Aims 
Chapter three, study one. The objective of chapter three, study one was to explore the 
utility of attachment theory within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. Specifically, this 
study aimed to explore (a), the coach as a potential attachment figure by exploring the 
pervasiveness of the three main functions of attachment, which includes secure base, safe haven 
and proximity maintenance (b) the associations of athletes’ attachment styles with important 
variables as relationship satisfaction and satisfaction with sport, and (c) the process by which 
athletes’ attachment styles and satisfaction with sport are associated.  
Chapter four, study two. The objective of chapter four, study two was to utilise the Actor- 
Partner Interdependence Model (APIM; Kenny et al., 2006) to examine the purported linear 
associations between athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles (avoidant and anxious), 
relationship quality (as defined by the 3+1CS), and relationship satisfaction. Specifically the 
study aimed to examine both actor and partner effects of (a) athletes’ and coaches’ avoidant and 
anxious attachment styles on the quality of the coach-athlete relationship, and (b) athletes’ and 
coaches’ quality of the coach-athlete relationship on relationship satisfaction.  
Chapter five, study three. The objective of chapter five, study three was to develop and 
psychometrically validate a sport specific self report instrument to assess athletes’ and coaches’ 
attachment styles. Specifically, the study aimed to develop (a) a two dimensional scale consisting 
of anxiety and avoidant attachment items, and (b) a three dimensional scale consisting of anxiety, 
avoidance and secure attachment items.  
Chapter six, study four. The objective of chapter six, study four was twofold: The first aim was 
to examine whether aspects of relationship quality can explain the links between athletes’ 
attachment styles and well-being. Specifically, relationship quality defined as relationship 
significance or depth, perceived social support, and interpersonal conflict were examined as 
processes through which the effects of relationship members’ attachment styles are transferred 
onto their perceptions of well-being as defined by positive versus negative affect. The second 
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aim was to assess the psychometric properties of the athlete version of the newly developed, 
three dimensional Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS).  
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Chapter 3 
Study One: Investigating the Interpersonal Dynamics Between Coaches and Athletes Based on 
Fundamental Principles of Attachment. 
 
3.1. Abstract 
Grounded in Bowlby’s (1969/1982, 1988) attachment theory, this study aimed to explore 
(a) the pervasiveness of the three main functions of attachment within the context of the coach-
athlete relationship, (b) the associations of athletes’ attachment styles with such important 
variables as satisfaction with the relationship and satisfaction with the sport, and (c) the process 
by which athletes’ attachment styles and satisfaction with sport are associated. Data were 
collected through self-report measures of attachment functions and styles as well as relationship 
satisfaction and sport satisfaction from 309 student athletes (males = 150, females = 159) whose 
age ranged from 18 to 28 years (Mage = 19.9, SD = 1.58 years). Athletes’ mean scores indicated 
that the coach was viewed as an attachment figure fulfilling all three functions of secure base, 
safe haven, and proximity maintenance. Bivariate correlations indicated that athletes’ avoidant 
and anxious styles of attachment with the coach were negatively correlated with both 
relationship satisfaction and sport satisfaction. Mediational regression analysis revealed that 
athletes’ satisfaction with the coach-athlete relationship may be a process that links athletes’ 
attachment styles with levels of satisfaction with sport. The findings from this study highlight the 
potential theoretical and practical utility of attachment theory in studying relationships within the 
sport context. 
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3.2. Introduction 
The coach-athlete relationship has been recognised as a vehicle for success and 
satisfaction within organised sport (Jowett, 2005). The study of interpersonal relationships in 
sport has been a rapidly developing area of research since Wylleman (2000) recognized the 
paucity that existed within the sport psychology literature. One of the reasons for the paucity of 
research within this area has been the lack of theoretical models applied to the study of the 
coach-athlete relationship (Jowett & Wylleman, 2006; Poczwardowski, Barott, & Henschen, 
2002; Wylleman, 2000). In attempts to bridge this conceptual and theoretical gap within the 
literature and to highlight the practical significance of the coach-athlete relationship for sport, a 
plethora of relational and motivational models have been put forward to date.  For example, (a) 
Wylleman (2000) put forth a three-faceted conceptual model; (b) Poczwardowski, Barott, and 
Henshen (2002) proposed a qualitative interpretative framework; (c) Mageau and Vallerand 
(2003) proposed a motivational model of the coach-athlete relationship; and (d) Jowett and 
colleagues (Jowett, 2007, 2009; Jowett & Cockerill, 2003) proposed the 3+1Cs model and its 
accompanied Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaires (e.g., Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004; 
Rhind & Jowett, in press). These conceptualisations supply distinct yet complementary 
explanations about the content and functions of the complex interpersonal relations and 
interactions of coaches and athletes (see Jowett & Poczwardowski, 2007).  
While research applying the aforementioned conceptual models of the coach-athlete 
relationship has generated valuable information, there is need for further exploration, especially 
pertaining to the role of individual differences, such as trait characteristics/dispositional 
orientations, in developing and maintaining effective and successful coach-athlete relationships 
(Jowett & Poczwardowski, 2007). In line with Poczwardowski, Barott, and Jowett’s (2006) 
suggestion that major theories from allied disciplines may be helpful in addressing the 
interpersonal complexities that underline interactions between coaches and athletes, the current 
study aimed to explore the interpersonal dynamics of the coach and the athlete by employing 
attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1988).  
 
3.2.1. The Present Study 
Recently, sport psychology researchers (Carr, 2009a, 2009b, 2011; Forrest, 2008) have 
highlighted the importance of employing attachment theory in studying diverse questions within 
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the context of sport, such as the role of attachment in youth peer relationships and in 
experiencing competitive sport anxiety. Moreover, Shaver and Mikulincer (2008) have 
acknowledged that within the sport context, the coach may be an important relational context-
specific attachment figure. There is indirect literature to support this possibility. For example, 
sport psychology literature has viewed the role of the coach as instrumental in enhancing 
athletes’ performance, self-esteem, personal growth, and general well-being (e.g., Côté, 2002; 
Côté & Fraser-Thomas, 2007). In addition, research that focuses on examining the content and 
functions of the coach-athlete relationship has provided descriptions of coaches that resemble the 
basic attachment notions of “stronger and wiser” (e.g., leading, supporting, advising, comforting) 
and “security enhancing” (e.g., experiencing others as trusting, empathic, appreciative, allowing 
for exploration and discovery) caregivers (e.g., Jowett, 2003; Jowett & Frost, 2007). Moreover, 
such research suggests that athletes often rely and depend on their coaches for support in times of 
need (e.g., Jowett & Cockerill, 2003). Overall, recent coach-athlete relationship research 
highlights that coaches and athletes develop an affective, cognitive, and behavioral bond. 
Subsequently, because coaches are expected to be sensitive and responsive to their athletes by 
providing a safe haven and secure base, as well as providing necessary proximity during times of 
need, our first hypothesis was the following: 
Hypothesis 1. Athletes will perceive that their coach fulfils the basic functions of 
attachment figures, namely, (a) safe haven, (b) secure base, and (c) proximity maintenance. 
Based on the “broad and build” theory (Fredrickson, 2001; see also Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2008) and research findings indicating that the strength and type of attachment has 
implications for relationship quality and overall well-being (Collins & Read, 1990; Cooper, 
Shaver, & Collins, 1998; Simpson, 1990), it is further proposed that a coach’s degree of 
sensitivity and responsiveness may be linked to an athlete’s “broad and build” cycle of positive 
emotions. Thus, while athletes’ secure attachment with their coach is likely to help them develop 
a high quality and satisfying athletic partnership that is underlined by positive emotions, the 
reverse is likely to be true for athletes’ insecure attachments. Thus, our second hypothesis was 
the following: 
Hypothesis 2. Insecure attachment patterns (anxious-ambivalent and avoidant) will be 
negatively associated with relationship quality and sport satisfaction. 
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Based on adult attachment research (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), our third 
hypothesis aimed to explore a possible mechanism by which attachment styles are likely to be 
associated with positive outcomes and overall psychological well-being: 
Hypothesis 3. Relationship satisfaction will mediate the link between athletes’ insecure 
attachment patterns (anxious-ambivalent and avoidant) with sport satisfaction. 
 
 
3.2. Methods 
3.2.1 Participants 
A total of 309 British student athletes representing a variety of individual (37%) and team 
(63%) sports (e.g., swimming, athletics, gymnastics, figure skating, tennis, badminton, golf, 
hockey, rugby, lacrosse, European football, and volleyball) participated in the study. The sample 
was comprised of 150 males (48.5%) and 159 females (51.5%), ranging between 18 and 28 years 
of age (M = 19.9 years, SD = 1.58). Different levels of sport performance were represented 
ranging from regional, national, and international (34%) to university (35.9%) and club (29%) 
levels, and athletes reportedly trained between 1 and 32 hr per week (M = 6.41, SD = 5.48). 
Finally, the relationship duration between athletes and their coach were reported to range from 1 
month to 18 years (M = 2.6 years, SD = 3.17). 
 
3.2.2. Measures 
Experiences in Close Relationships Scale. Athletes’ attachment styles were assessed 
using the Experiences in Close Relationships Scale (ECR; Brennan et al., 1998). The ECR is a 
36-item self-report instrument that measures an anxious-ambivalent attachment dimension (18 
items) and an avoidant attachment dimension (18 items). While the statements on the original 
instrument concerned how one generally feels in close relationships, for the purpose of this 
study, we asked participants to think about the athletic relationship with their coach (instead of a 
close relationship partner) and rate the extent to which each item accurately described their 
feelings toward their coach on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 7 (strongly agree). A sample item from the anxiety ambivalent attachment subscale is “When I 
do not have my coach around I feel somewhat anxious and insecure.” A sample item from the 
avoidant attachment subscale is “I try to avoid getting close to my coach.” The original ECR’s 
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psychometric properties have been demonstrated in a variety of contexts (e.g., romantic and 
leadership) as well as cultures and languages (see Brennan et al., 1998; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). In the present sample, Cronbach’s alphas were scored above the suggested criterion value 
(> 0.70; see Nunnally, 1978). Thus, both the anxiety items (α = 0.82) and the avoidance items (α 
= 0.87) were deemed internally consistent. 
Components of Attachment Questionnaire. The basic functions of attachment, namely, 
proximity maintenance, safe haven, and secure base, were measured using a version of the 
Components of Attachment Questionnaire (CAQ; Parish, 2000). The original questionnaire 
consists of 45 items that measure a total of nine components of attachment, including proximity 
seeking, separation protest, secure base, safe haven, stronger/wiser, availability, strong feelings, 
particularity, and mental representations. For the purpose of the current study, we used three 
subscales that measure the basic three functions of attachment and adapted the statements to 
reflect how athletes felt toward the coach. Proximity maintenance contained three items (e.g., “I 
look forward to seeing my coach”), secure base also contained three items (e.g., “My coach 
provides me with a sense of security”), and safe haven contained four items (e.g., “I feel very 
safe with my coach”). Responses were rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The construct validity and internal reliability was 
supported in the validation of the CAQ (Parish, 2000) and has since been cross-validated in a 
study conducted by Parish and Eagle (2003). Cronbach’s alpha for the three subscales within the 
current sample demonstrated satisfactory scores: proximity maintenance, α = 0.85; safe haven, α 
= 0.72; and secure base, α = 0.83. 
Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire. Athlete satisfaction-related variables were 
measured using the Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire (ASQ; Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). The 
56-item ASQ is a multidimensional measure that assesses 15 facets of athlete satisfaction. For 
the purpose of this study, three satisfaction facets were used to assess athletes’ perceptions of 
satisfaction with sport. Participants responded to three items representing satisfaction with 
individual performance (e.g., “I am satisfied with the improvement in my skill level thus 
far”), three items for satisfaction with training and instruction (e.g., “I am satisfied with the 
training and instruction I have received from the coach this season”), and five items for 
satisfaction with personal treatment (e.g., “I am satisfied with the level of appreciation my coach 
shows when I do well”). Participants rated the extent to which they felt satisfied with each item 
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on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all satisfied) to 7 (extremely satisfied). The 
reliability and construct validity of the ASQ items have been demonstrated in its original 
validation (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998) and in a number of coach-athlete relationship studies 
(e.g., Jowett, 2008; Lorimer & Jowett, 2008). Cronbach’s alphas with this sample were 
individual performance, α = 0.87; training and instruction, α = 0.89; and personal treatment, α = 
0.88. 
The Investment Model Scale. Relationship satisfaction was measured using five items 
from the Investment Model Scale (IMS; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998), which is a 22-item 
inventory designed to measure four constructs: commitment level, relationship satisfaction, 
quality of alternatives, and investment size. For the purpose of this study, the relationship 
satisfaction subscale was employed as an index of relationship quality. The questions were 
adapted to reflect satisfaction with the coach-athlete relationship. A sample item from the 
relationship satisfaction subscale was “I feel satisfied with our coach-athlete relationship.” 
Responses are noted on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(agree completely). Rusbult, Martz, and Agnew (1998) found good internal consistency scores 
ranging from 0.82 to 0.98. Cronbach’s alpha for the items of the present sample were α = 0.92. 
 
3.2.3. Procedure 
Approval to conduct this study was granted by the university’s ethical committee before 
gaining participants’ permission to participate. Participants were informed verbally of the general 
nature of the study and the voluntary nature of participation was discussed before the start of a 
sports science lecture. Anonymity and confidentiality were guaranteed. After obtaining the 
participants’ informed consent, a multi-section questionnaire was handed out and collected by 
the first author. The entire procedure lasted approximately 15 minutes. 
 
3.2.4. Data Analysis 
Descriptive statistics such as means (Ms), standard deviations (SDs), and inter-
correlations (rs) among the main variables of the study were calculated. Mediational regression 
analyses were conducted following the guidelines set out by Baron and Kenny (1986). 
Accordingly, mediation is established when the following procedures are met: (a) a significant 
relationship is found between the independent variable (avoidant and anxious-ambivalent 
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attachment dimensions) and the presumed mediator (relationship satisfaction); (b) a significant 
relationship is found between the independent variable (attachment dimensions) and the 
dependant variable (sport satisfaction variables); (c) a significant relationship is found between  
the presumed mediator (relationship satisfaction) and the dependant variable (sport satisfaction 
variables). In the mediational model, the association between the independent variable 
(attachment styles) and the dependant variable (sport satisfaction variables) needs to be reduced 
after statistically controlling for the presumed mediator (relationship satisfaction) for partial 
mediation to occur. For full mediation, the association between the independent variable and 
dependant variable must be non-significant after controlling for the presumed mediator. 
  
     3.3. Results 
3.3.1. Descriptive Statistics 
Table 3.1 presents the means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations for all 
variables investigated in this study. The means for proximity maintenance, safe haven, and 
secure base were above the midpoint of the response scale, suggesting that the current sample of 
athletes viewed their coach as fulfilling the basic attachment functions. Mean scores for the 
anxious and avoidant subscales were relatively low, indicating that on average, athletes were 
securely attached with the coach, while all mean scores were relatively high for relationship 
satisfaction and sport satisfaction variables, indicating that athletes were on average satisfied 
with the relationship with their coach and with their sport. Bivariate correlations were computed 
to assess the degree and direction of the relationship between the two attachment dimensions of 
anxiety and avoidance and the three sport satisfaction variables and relationship satisfaction. 
Statistically significant correlations were found among the two attachment styles, satisfaction 
with sport variables, and satisfaction with relationship. Furthermore, the directions of the 
correlations were as expected, as the insecure attachment dimensions of anxiety and avoidance 
were negatively associated with the sport satisfaction variables and relationship satisfaction. 
 
3.3.2. Mediational Analyses 
Before meditational analysis was conducted, the ECR scale (Brennan et al., 1998) was 
subjected to CFA to ensure its sound psychometric properties. Due to Mardia’s multivariate 
kurtosis co-efficient being relatively high, indicating non-normality in the data, robust Maximum 
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Likelihood (ML) method was employed. This method ensured that overestimation of the χ2 
statistic was controlled for as well as adjusted for under identification of standard errors (Hu & 
Bentler, 1995). Results revealed a poor fit for the 36 item two-dimensional ECR (SRMR = 0.16, 
RMSEA = 0.09, CFI = 0.60; NNFI = 0.58 (χ2 (594) = 2104, p < .01). Table 3.2 presents the 
factor loadings, error variences and R2 values for the ECR scale.  
Six mediational analyses were conducted, as there were two independent variables 
(avoidant and anxious attachment dimensions) and three dependant variables (satisfaction with 
individual performance, with training and instruction, and with personal treatment). The analyses 
are presented in two sections: tests for mediation concerning attachment anxiety and tests for 
mediation concerning attachment avoidance. 
Linking Attachment Anxiety and Sport Satisfaction Variables: Relationship 
Satisfaction as Mediator. First, relationship satisfaction was tested as a mediator of the 
relationship between attachment anxiety and satisfaction with individual performance. For the 
first regression equation, attachment anxiety was tested as a predictor of relationship satisfaction. 
As expected, a significant negative relationship between attachment anxiety and relationship 
satisfaction was revealed, B = –0.23, p = 0.02. Second, attachment anxiety was tested as a 
predictor of satisfaction with individual performance. This relationship was also found to be 
negatively significant (B = –0.25, p = 0.03). Finally, satisfaction with individual performance 
was regressed on both attachment anxiety and relationship satisfaction. The relationship between 
satisfaction with individual performance and relationship satisfaction was positively significant, 
B = 0.39, p < .01 (after controlling for the effects of attachment anxiety). When relationship 
satisfaction was controlled, attachment anxiety was still a significant predictor, albeit negative, 
of satisfaction with individual performance, B = – 0.16, p = 0.03, thus supporting only partial 
mediation (see Figure 3. 1a). 
Next, relationship satisfaction was tested as a mediator of the relationship between 
attachment anxiety and satisfaction with training and instruction. As reported earlier, attachment 
anxiety was negatively associated with relationship satisfaction (B = –0.23, p = 0.02). In the 
second equation, the regression between attachment anxiety and satisfaction with training and 
instruction was also negatively correlated, B = –0.24, p < 0.01. Finally, satisfaction with training 
and instruction was regressed on both attachment anxiety and relationship satisfaction. The 
relationship between satisfaction with training and instruction and relationship satisfaction was  
67 
 
 
 
Table 3.1 Descriptive Statistics of Means, Standard Deviations, and Inter-correlations of All Main Variables 
Note. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 (two-tailed). 
 
 
 
 
 
Variables Ms SDs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Proximity Maintenance 4.44 1.11 1         
 2. Safe Haven   3.87 1.15 .65* 1        
 3. Secure Base 5.02 1.13 .54* .49* 1       
 4. Avoidant Attachment 3.86 .79 -.57* -.61* -.39* 1      
 5. Anxious Attachment  2.74 .84 -.09 .15* -.03 .07 1     
 6.Performance Satisfaction 4.74 1.24 .34* .31* .45* -.28* .18* 1    
 7.Training Satisfaction 4.93 1.29 .49* .42* .58* -.39* -.16* .62* 1   
 8. Treatment Satisfaction 4.93 1.11 .58* .46* .45* -.48* -.22* .55* .67* 1  
9. Relationship Satisfaction 4.79 1.43 .65* .56* .54* -.53* -.14* .46* .61* .75* 1 
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Item 
 
 
 
Factor  Loading Error Variance  R2 
Avoidant Attachment Items     
1. I prefer not to show my coach how I feel deep down .28 .96  .08 
2. I am very comfortable being close to my coach .60 .81  .35 
3. When I find my coach getting close to me I pull away .22 .98  .04 
4. I get uncomfortable when my coach wants to be very close to me .26 .97  .07 
5. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to my coach .52 .86  .27 
6. I want to get close to my coach, but I keep pulling back 
 
-.06 .99  .00 
7. I am nervous when my coach gets too close to me .14 .99  .02 
8. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my coach .66 .76  .43 
9. I try to avoid getting close to my coach .32 .95  .10 
10. I find it relatively easy to get close to my coach .63 .77  .40 
11. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on my coach .29 .96  .09 
12. I prefer not to be too close to my coach .46 .89  .22 
13. I tell my coach just about everything .69 .72  .48 
14. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my coach .76 .65  .58 
15. I feel comfortable depending on my coach .58 .82  .34 
16. I don’t mind asking my coach for comfort, advice or help .68 .73  .46 
17. It helps to turn to my coach in times of need .77 .64  .59 
18. I turn to my coach for many things, including comfort and reassurance .76 .65  .58 
Table 3.2. Factor loadings, error variances and R2 values for the 36 item ECR 
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Table 3.2 continued 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Item 
 
 
 
Factor  Loading Error 
 
 R2 
Anxious Attachment Items      
19. I worry about being rejected or abandoned by my coach .47 .88  .22 
20. I worry a lot about my coach-athlete relationship .52 .85  .27 
21. I worry that my coach won’t care about me as much as I care about him/her .56 .83  .31 
22. I worry a fair amount about losing my coach-athlete relationship .57 .82  .31 
23. I often wish that my coaches feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for 
 
.61 .80  .37 
24. I want to be close to my coach and this sometimes scares them away .61 .79  .37 
25. I worry about not having a coach .51 .86  .27 
26. My desire to be very close to my coach sometimes scares him/her away .34 .94  .12 
27. I need a lot of reassurance that my coach really cares about me .58 .81  .34 
28. Sometimes I feel that I try to force my coach to show more feeling and more 
commitment to our relationship than he/she otherwise would 
.62 .79  .38 
29. I do not often worry about being abandoned by my coach .04 .10  .00 
30. If I can’t get my coach to show an interest in me, I get upset or angry .62 .79  .38 
31. I find that my coach does not want to get as close as I would like .58 .82  .33 
32. When I do not have my coach around, I feel somewhat anxious and insecure .61 .79  .34 
33. I get frustrated when my coach is not around as much as I would like .70 .72  .49 
34. I get frustrated if my coach is not available when I need him/her .66 .75  .44 
35. When my coach disapproves of me, I feel really bad about myself .44 .90  .19 
36. I resent it when my coach spends time away from me .67 .74  .45 
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statistically significant, B = 0.55, p < .01 (while controlling for attachment anxiety). Further, 
after controlling for relationship satisfaction, attachment anxiety was no longer a significant 
predictor of satisfaction with training and instruction, B = –0.15, p = 0.09, thus fulfilling 
requirements for mediation (see Figure 3.1b). 
In this next set of analyses, relationship satisfaction was tested as a mediator between 
attachment anxiety and satisfaction with personal treatment. As mentioned previously, 
attachment anxiety was a significant predictor of relationship satisfaction (B = –0.23, p = 
0.02). The second regression between attachment anxiety and satisfaction with personal 
treatment was negative and significant, B = –0.29, p <.01. Finally, satisfaction with personal 
treatment was regressed on both attachment anxiety and relationship satisfaction. The 
regression between satisfaction with personal treatment and relationship satisfaction was 
statistically significant, B  = 0.58, p < .01 (while controlling for attachment anxiety). 
However, after controlling for relationship satisfaction, it was demonstrated that attachment 
anxiety was still a significant but negative predictor of satisfaction with personal treatment, B 
= –0.15, p = 0.003. Partial mediation was evident (see Figure 3.1c). 
Linking Attachment Avoidance and Sport Satisfaction Variables: Relationship 
Satisfaction as Mediator. Here, we first tested relationship satisfaction as a mediator 
between athlete avoidant attachment style and satisfaction with individual performance. As 
shown in Figure 3.2a, the relationship between athletes’ avoidant attachment style and 
relationship satisfaction was negative and significant, B = –0.95, p < .01. Athletes’ avoidant 
attachment style was then tested as a predictor of satisfaction with individual performance. 
This step was also negatively significant, B = –0.43, p < .01. Subsequently, in the 
meditational model, satisfaction with individual performance was regressed on both avoidant 
attachment and relationship satisfaction. The relationship between satisfaction with individual 
performance and relationship satisfaction was positively correlated, B = 0.39, p < .01 (while 
controlling for athletes avoidant attachment style). It was demonstrated further that athletes’ 
avoidant attachment style was no longer a significant predictor of satisfaction with individual 
performance, B = –0.05, p = 0.56 (when relationship satisfaction was controlled; see Figure 
3.2a), therefore supporting mediation. 
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a.  
 
 
a.  
 
 
b.  
Figure 3.1 — a. Relationship satisfaction as a mediator of the relationship between attachment anxiety 
and satisfaction with individual performance. b. Relationship satisfaction as a mediator of the 
relationship between attachment anxiety and satisfaction with training and instruction. c. Relationship 
satisfaction as a mediator of the relationship between attachment anxiety and satisfaction with 
personal treatment. 
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Satisfaction  
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Performance 
-.23 
-.25 
.39 
-.16 (p = .03) 
R2 = .22 
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Satisfaction 
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Anxiety 
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.58 
-.15 (p <. 01) 
R2 = .56 
Relationship 
Satisfaction 
Attachment 
Anxiety 
Satisfaction  
Training and 
Instruction 
-.23 
-.24 
.55 
-.12 (p = .09) 
R2 = .38 
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Next, relationship satisfaction was tested as mediator of the relationship between 
athletes’ avoidant attachment style and satisfaction with training and instruction. As 
mentioned previously, the regression between avoidant attachment and relationship 
satisfaction was statistically significant (B = –0.95, p < .01). Avoidant attachment style was 
then tested as a predictor of satisfaction with training and instruction, in which a negative 
association was found, B = –0.64, p < .01 (see Figure 3.2b). In the mediational model, 
satisfaction with training and instruction was regressed on both avoidant attachment and 
relationship satisfaction. Analysis revealed a significant relationship between satisfaction 
with training and instruction and relationship satisfaction, B = 0.55, p < 0.01 (when athletes’ 
avoidant attachment style was controlled). After controlling for relationship satisfaction, 
however, it was demonstrated that avoidant attachment was no longer a significant predictor 
of satisfaction with training and instruction, B = –0.16, p = 0.07, thus supporting mediation. 
The final set of analyses tested relationship satisfaction as a mediator of the 
association between athletes’ avoidant attachment style and satisfaction with personal 
treatment. As with previous analysis, the first regression equation that examined the 
relationship between athletes avoidant attachment style and relationship satisfaction was 
found to be statistically significant (B = –0.95, p < .01). The second regression examined 
athletes avoidant attachment style and satisfaction with personal treatment; this relationship 
was negatively significant, B = –0.61, p < .01. In the meditational model, satisfaction with 
personal treatment was regressed on both avoidant attachment style and relationship 
satisfaction. Analysis revealed a significant relationship between satisfaction with personal 
treatment and relationship satisfaction, B = 0.58, p < .01 (while controlling for avoidant 
attachment style). After controlling for relationship satisfaction, the regression between 
athletes avoidant attachment style and satisfaction with personal treatment still demonstrated 
inversely significant findings, B = –0.17, p = 0.007 (see Figure 3.2c). As with previous 
analyses, relationship satisfaction was only able to partially mediate the association between 
athletes’ avoidant attachment style and satisfaction with personal treatment. 
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a.  
 
b.  
 
c.  
Figure 3.2 — a. Relationship satisfaction as a mediator of the relationship between attachment 
avoidance and satisfaction with individual performance. b. Relationship satisfaction as a mediator of 
the relationship between attachment avoidance and satisfaction with training and instruction. c. 
Relationship satisfaction as a mediator of the relationship between attachment avoidance and 
satisfaction with personal treatment. 
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3.4. Discussion 
Although the role of attachment has been widely discussed within the mainstream 
psychology literature, there is relative paucity of theoretically driven research available on 
attachment as it relates to the sport context. Thus, the purpose of the current study was to 
explore the utility of attachment theory within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. 
Based on theoretical and empirical findings, three hypotheses were formulated: (a) the coach 
would fulfil the basic functions of an attachment figure within the athletic relationship; (b) 
athletes’ attachment styles would be associated with such important variables as relationship 
satisfaction and sport satisfaction; and (c) relationship satisfaction would mediate the link 
between athletes’ attachment styles and sport satisfaction. 
The first hypothesis was supported, as the relatively high mean values recorded 
suggest that the coach was viewed by the sample of athletes in this study as a figure that is 
likely to fulfil the basic attachment functions of secure base, safe haven, and proximity 
maintenance. This finding indicates that athletes are likely to seek a level of closeness with 
their coaches; they are also likely to turn to them (especially during times of distress) as well 
as rely on them as a secure base to help them explore and discover important aspects of their 
sporting environment. This finding is in line with one of Bowlby’s (1973) postulates that 
stated, “Human beings of all ages are found to be at their happiest and to be able to deploy 
their talents to best advantage when they are confident that, standing behind them, there are 
one or more trusted persons who will come to their aid should difficulties arise. The trusted 
person provides a secure base from which his (or her) companion can operate”. (p. 359) The 
findings from the current study add to the previous sport psychology literature that has 
demonstrated the central role of the coach for an athlete’s psychosocial and physical 
development (see Antonini Philippe, & Seiler, 2006; Jowett & Cockerill, 2002). Moreover, 
the findings expand the broader attachment literature (Ainsworth, 1989; Bowlby, 1973; 
Hazan & Shaver, 1987) by highlighting the importance of studying the role of attachment in 
athletic relationships.  
In relation to the second hypothesis, bivariate correlations of all the main variables of 
the study (i.e., attachment styles, relationship satisfaction, and facets of sport satisfaction) 
ranged from –.14 to –.54, indicating low to moderate associations. Moreover, although both 
insecure attachment styles (anxiety-ambivalent and avoidant) were negatively associated with 
all satisfaction variables, athletes’ avoidant attachment style was more so. This finding 
appears to suggest that especially avoidant athletes who have a discomfort with closeness, 
distrust their coach, and remain both behaviorally and emotionally disconnected with their 
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coach may be less likely to experience satisfaction with aspects of sport and aspects of the 
athletic relationship. Based on this finding, it is possible that attachment avoidance presents 
athletes with greater levels of dysfunctionality than does anxious attachment. While further 
research is necessary, we tentatively suggest that avoidantly attached athletes, because of 
their specific dispositional orientation, may view their involvement with the coach and their 
engagement in sport as a less positive endeavor than their anxiously attached counterparts. 
According to adult attachment theorists (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Reiss, 2006), 
perceptions of a relationship partner (in this case, the coach) as insensitive, disinterested, 
rejecting, or inconsistent can contribute to the development of an avoidant or anxious 
attachment orientation, potentially discouraging and interfering with both positive 
relationship development and stable beliefs about oneself. On the contrary, it has been 
suggested that an accepting, responsive, and supportive relationship partner (such as a coach) 
can help facilitate a perception of being understood, appreciated, cared for, and respected. 
Such positive beliefs and expectations may enhance perceptions of relationship quality and 
well-being and allow a person to become more involved in their relationship (cf. Fredrickson, 
2001). It would thus be interesting to examine in future research whether coaches’ 
interactions with their athletes contribute to the development of avoidant, anxious, or secure 
attachment styles. 
For the third hypothesis, we speculated that relationship satisfaction would mediate 
the link between athletes’ insecure attachment dimensions of anxiety ambivalent and 
avoidance with sport satisfaction. Findings from the meditational analyses revealed that 
athletes’ relationship satisfaction mediates (i.e., either fully or partially) the association 
between insecure attachment styles (i.e., anxious and avoidant) and satisfaction with 
individual performance as well as satisfaction with training and instruction and personal 
treatment. Based on these findings, it is possible that relationship satisfaction plays a role in 
transferring the effects of athletes’ insecure attachment styles (especially avoidant attachment 
style) on their feelings of satisfaction with sport performance and training and instruction as 
well as personal treatment. Given that athletes’ relationship satisfaction did not fully mediate 
all of the variables under investigation, it is important to consider alternative variables other 
than relationship satisfaction to influence the association between attachment and sport 
satisfaction. 
Recent research within mainstream psychology has begun to explore a number of 
mediating variables, including interpersonal perception accuracy (Tucker & Anders, 1999), 
empathy (Burnette, Davis, Green, Worthington, & Bradfield, 2009) and interpersonal conflict 
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(Cann, Norman, Welbourne, & Calhoun, 2008). While relationship satisfaction is a potential 
mediator between insecure attachment styles and aspects of sport satisfaction, there are 
numerous others that await exploration. Future research within sport psychology should 
consider investigating such potential mediators as empathy and conflict, as well as positive 
and negative outcome variables of attachment styles (e.g., depression, self-concept). 
Collectively, these findings are consistent with adult attachment theory and reflect the “broad 
and build” cycle of attachment (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Especially in the context of 
sport, where figures such as the coach are paramount for an athlete’s growth and 
development, our findings supply preliminary evidence that highlights that athletes are more 
likely to benefit by “broadening” their perspectives in terms of including their coaches in 
their sport endeavors (as in the case of secure attachment style) rather than excluding them 
(as in the case of insecure attachment styles). This may be possible to achieve by focusing on 
developing interdependent coach-athlete relationships (e.g., close, committed, and 
complementary), that may in turn lead to partnerships that are satisfying (see Jowett & 
Nezlek, 2010; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004; Lorimer, 2009). 
 
3.4.1. Future Directions 
It has been proposed that attachment is largely an unconscious process, and thus, 
unconscious aspects of attachment functioning may be more apparent in peoples’ narratives 
about attachment experiences (Crowell & Treboux, 1995; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2008). 
Coded interview techniques such as the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI; George, Kaplan, 
& Main, 1996; Main & Kaplan, 1985) and the Current Relationship Interview (CRI; Crowell 
& Owens, 1996) could be of benefit in investigating athletes’ unconscious processes of 
attachment experiences. While acknowledging that adult attachment researchers (Feeney & 
Noller, 1996; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; West et al., 1998) have also outlined the 
disadvantages of employing such methodological techniques because they are time 
consuming and require specialized training, it is possible that they can add to our knowledge 
base. Experimental research is also capable of tapping into implicit unconscious mental 
processes of attachment by using such methods as cognitive (e.g., lexical decision tasks) and 
semantic priming tasks (see Mikulincer, Gillath, & Shaver, 2002). Such methodological 
approaches could prove very useful within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. 
 
3.4.2. Limitations 
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Although these findings represent a promising start to investigating the implications 
of attachment theory within the coach-athlete relationship, the present line of research is in its 
infancy and several limitations should be noted. First, we acknowledge that the instruments 
employed to measure the components of attachment (CAQ; Parish, 2000) as well as the two 
insecure attachment dimensions (ECR; Brennan et al., 1998) have not previously been 
employed to assess attachment within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. Future 
research that aims to examine attachment within sport should pay particular attention to the 
construct validity of the questionnaires employed in this study as the CFA analysis revealed 
poor structural validity. 
Secondly the current study did not include dyadic data. Sport psychology researchers 
(Jowett, 2005; Poczwardowski, Barott, & Henschen, 2002) have emphasized the importance 
of moving beyond the individual as a unit of analysis by examining both relationship 
members (i.e., the coach and the athlete). Therefore, future studies that employ attachment 
theory as their main theoretical framework within the coach-athlete relationship or other such 
dyadic relationships in sport, should consider dyadic effects. For example, an interesting line 
of research would be to consider the extent to which athletes’ attachment styles affect 
coaches’ relationship quality, satisfaction, and well-being more generally (and vice versa). 
Finally, our study was cross-sectional and correlational, limiting the inferences we can make. 
Future longitudinal research studies could shed light on the extent to which coaches’ 
attachment styles have the capacity to alter their athletes’ attachment styles over time. 
Attending to these areas of research may help reveal the complex ways in which coach and 
athlete attachment systems influence interpersonal (e.g., relationship quality), intrapersonal 
(satisfaction with sport), and group (e.g., team cohesion) outcomes. 
 
3.4.3. Conclusion 
The present study provided preliminary support for the theoretical and practical roles 
of attachment styles within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. Further examination 
of attachment styles within the current context is warranted before the true theoretical and 
applied significance of this area of research can be fully understood. The findings of this 
study point to new possibilities for research within the realm of sport psychology, and 
theoretical and practical knowledge in this area would help bridge the research gap that 
currently exists within it. 
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Chapter 4 
Study Two: An Attachment Theory Perspective in the Examination of Relational Processes 
Associated with Coach-Athlete Dyads 
 
4.1 Abstract 
The aim of the present study was to examine actor and partner effects of (a) athletes’ 
and coaches’ attachment styles (avoidant and anxious) on the quality of the coach-athlete 
relationship, and (b)  athletes’ and coaches’ quality of the coach-athlete relationship on 
relationship satisfaction employing the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (Kenny, Kashy, 
& Cook, 2006). Additionally, we aimed to further explore and support the pervasiveness of 
the three main functions of attachment within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. 
Coach-athlete dyads (N = 107) completed a questionnaire related to attachment styles, 
relationship quality, and relationship satisfaction. Structural equation model analyses 
revealed (a) actor effects for coaches’ and athletes’ avoidant attachment styles on their own 
perception of relationship quality and coaches’ and athletes’ perception of relationship 
quality on their own perception of relationship satisfaction, and (b) partner effects for 
athletes’ avoidant attachment style on coaches’ perceptions of relationship quality and for 
coaches’ perceptions of relationship quality on athletes’ perceptions of relationship 
satisfaction. Moreover, the findings of mean scores also further support the coach as fulfilling 
all three attachment functions of proximity maintenance, safe haven and a secure base. The 
main findings highlight that attachments styles can help us understand the processes involved 
in the formation and maintenance of quality relational bonds between coaches and athletes. 
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4.2. Introduction 
Study one took a significant step in applying a well respected theoretical framework 
from an allied discipline of psychology to further advance our understanding and knowledge 
of the interpersonal dynamics involved within the coach-athlete dyad.  Study one was 
significant in that it was the first study to highlight the sports coach as a potential contextual 
attachment figure who was able to fulfil the three  main attachment functions of proximity 
maintenance, a safe haven and a secure base within the context of sport. Study two, chapter 
four aimed to further support the findings of study one by examining the three main functions 
of attachment in an additional representative sample of British athletes. Secondly, study one 
was able to provide preliminary evidence to show that individual differences in athlete –
coach attachment styles has the capacity to shape athletes’ relational and sport experiences. 
However, as outlined in the literature review, coach-athlete relationship research has often 
been criticised for only measuring one relational members’ point of view. Thus, study two 
aimed to expand study one by focusing on the dyadic effects of coaches’ and athletes’ 
attachment styles on relationship quality and satisfaction.  Additionally, study two aimed to 
further explore the validity of the ECR scale for its suitability to measure accurately athletes’ 
and coaches’ attachment styles within the context of sport.  
Among the conceptual frameworks that have been forwarded to study the coach-
athlete relationship, the 3+ 1C model of the coach-athlete relationship has attracted 
considerable attention (Jowett, 2007a). According to this model, the coach-athlete 
relationship is viewed as a situational context that is characterised by a coach’s and an 
athlete’s closeness (i.e., emotional connection reflected in trust, like, care, respect), 
commitment (i.e., motivation to maintain a close-tied relationship over time), and 
complementarity (i.e., collaboration reflected in interactions that are responsive, relaxed, and 
friendly). In addition, co-orientation highlights the degree to which athletes’ and coaches’ are 
interdependent. Within the construct of co-orientation, Jowett (2006, 2007b, 2009a) has 
explained the importance of considering two distinct perceptual platforms from which 
coaches and athletes are likely to view, consider, and assess the quality of the relationship: 
the direct perspective (e.g., a relationship member’s personal thoughts and feelings) and the 
meta-perspective (e.g., a relationship member’s effort to perceive the relationship from the 
other member’s perspective). Both the direct and meta-perspectives are important perceptual 
angles capable to shape the quality of the coach-athlete relationship (Jowett, 2007b).  
Jowett and Poczwardowski (2007) created a multi-layered research model, comprising 
a network of constructs that surround the quality of the coach-athlete relationship as defined 
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via the 3+1Cs. Each layer of the model is interrelated and proposes that antecedent variables 
(layer 1) such as individual difference characteristics including age, gender and personality 
affect the quality of the coach-athlete relationship (layer 2). Further, the quality of the coach-
athlete relationship (layer 2) is supposed to affect consequent variables or correlates of the 
quality of coach-athlete relationship, including relationship satisfaction (layer 3). However, 
research that explores the linear sequence of associations proposed between antecedent 
variables (1st layer) -> relationship quality -> (2nd layer) -> and outcomes (layer 3) is scare, 
particularly research investigating personality-like characteristics. To date, no research has 
examined the linear associations of attachment styles as an individual difference in 
personality characteristic that has the capacity to influence the quality of the coach-athlete 
relationship, and in turn, demonstrate the potential influence of the relationship quality on 
relationship satisfaction (see Jowett & Poczwardowski, 2007). Moreover, no research has 
examined the dyadic effects of coaches’ and athletes’ attachment styles on their own and their 
partner’s relationship quality.  
 
The Present Study 
Grounded in attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982), this study aimed to investigate 
the linear relationships purported by Jowett and Poczwardowski (2007) between coaches’ and 
athletes’ individual difference characteristics, namely, attachment styles (layer 1), 
relationship quality as defined by the 3Cs (layer 2), and satisfaction with the relationship 
(layer 3). In this study, the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM: Kenny, Kashy, & 
Cook, 2006) was employed because it allows for the simultaneous and independent 
estimation of actor effects (i.e., how person A’s characteristics influence his/her own 
perceptions of specified characteristics) and partner effects (i.e., how persons A’s 
characteristics influence persons B’s perceptions of specified characteristics).  
Based on the combination of findings from adult attachment research (Collins & 
Read, 1990; Mikulincer & Shaver, 1987; Simpson, 1990) and current coach-athlete 
relationship research (Jowett & Don-Carolis, 2003; Olympiou, et al., 2008) that have found 
that (a) people with lower levels of insecure attachment styles (avoidant and anxiety) 
experience greater levels of relationship quality and (b) athletes’ and coaches’ who 
experience greater relationship quality experience more satisfaction, the following two 
hypothesis were derived:  
 Hypothesis 1 (H1) hypothesized that athletes and coaches with lower levels of 
insecure attachment styles (avoidant and anxious) will report higher levels of relationship 
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quality (direct and meta perspectives) and, in turn, athletes and coaches who perceive greater 
levels of relationship quality will report higher levels of relationship satisfaction (actor 
effects). Figure 4.1 depicts the hypothesized associations for Actor effects along paths a, d, e 
and h. 
Hypothesis 2 (H2) hypothesized that athletes and coaches with lower levels of 
insecure attachment styles (avoidant and anxious) will believe their partners report greater 
levels of relationship quality (direct and meta perspectives) and, in turn, athletes and coaches 
who perceive greater levels of relationship quality will believe their partners report greater 
levels of relationship (partner effects). Figure 4.1 depicts the hypothesized associations for 
Partner effects along paths b, c, f and g. 
Finally, in consideration of Davis and Jowett’s (2010) preliminary findings that a 
sports coach is able to fulfill the three main attachment functions, the following hypothesis 
was derived in order to further clarify the sports coach as a potential contextual attachment 
figure within the context of sport: 
Hypothesis 3 (H3). Athletes will perceive that their coach fulfils the basic functions of 
attachment figure, namely, (a) safe haven, (b) secure base, and (c) proximity maintenance.  
 
 
 
 
 
4.3. Methods 
4.3.1. Participants 
A total of 107 female and male athletes (Mage = 20.6 years, SD = ± 6.1) and 107 
female and male coaches (Mage = 41.1 years, SD = ± 13.8) forming 107 coach-athlete dyads 
Figure 4.1. The actor –partner interdependence model of attachment styles, relationship quality and satisfaction within the 
coach-athlete dyad. 
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were recruited for participation in this study.  Of the 107 coach-athlete dyads, 51.4% of 
athletes were female and 48.6% were male, whilst 19.6 % of coaches were female and 80.4 % 
were male. The coach-athlete dyads represented a variety of individual sports and team 
sports. Athletes had participated in their sport for an average of 8.5 years (SD = ± 5.7), whilst 
coaches had been coaching their sport for an average of 13.9 years (SD = ± 9.9). Together, 
coach-athlete dyads had a mean relationship length of 3.4 years (SD = ± 3.3).  
  
4.3.2. Measures   
Attachment Styles. The Experiences in Close Relationships Scale (ECR; Brennan et 
al., 1998) was slightly modified to accommodate the specific coach-athlete relational context.  
The ECR is a 36-item self-report measure and assesses two attachment styles: anxious 
attachment style (18 items) and avoidant attachment style (18 items). Of the 36 items, 9 are 
reversed keyed (8 items from the avoidant subscale and 1 from the anxiety subscale). 
Participants of this study were asked to rate how well each statement described their feelings 
towards their coach/athlete on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (“Strongly Disagree”) to 7 
(“Strongly Agree”).  A sample item from the attachment anxiety subscale was, “When I do 
not have my coach/athlete around I feel somewhat anxious and insecure”. A sample item 
from the attachment avoidant subscale was, “I try to avoid getting close to my coach/athlete”. 
The factorial validity and internal consistency of the scale have been demonstrated in a 
variety of contexts, as well as cultures, and languages (see Brennan et al., 1998; Mikulincer 
& Shaver, 2007). Davis and Jowett (2010) have reported acceptable internal consistency 
scores for the anxiety items (α = .82) and for the avoidant items (α = .87). 
Attachment Functions. The three functions of attachment, namely, proximity 
maintenance, safe haven, and secure base, were measured using three subscales, ten items  
from the Components of Attachment Questionnaire (CAQ; Parish, 2000. Statements were 
adapted to reflect how athletes felt towards their primary sports coach. Proximity 
maintenance contained three items (e.g., “I look forward to seeing my coach”), secure base 
also contained three items (e.g., “My coach provides me with a sense of security”), and safe 
haven contained four items (e.g., “I feel very safe with my coach”). Responses were rated on 
a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The 
construct validity and internal reliability was supported in the validation of the CAQ (Parish, 
2000) and has since been cross-validated in a study conducted by Parish and Eagle (2003). 
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Cronbach’s alpha for the three subscales within the current sample demonstrated satisfactory 
scores: proximity maintenance, α = 0.82; safe haven, α = 0.84; and secure base, α = 0.84. 
Relationship Quality. Both direct and meta-perspective versions of the Coach-
Athlete Relationship Questionnaire (CART-Q; Jowett, 2009a; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004) 
were employed to assess the quality of the coach-athlete relationship. The 11-item direct 
perspective has 4 items assessing closeness (e.g., I trust my coach/athlete), 3 items assessing 
commitment (e.g., I am committed to my coach/athlete), and 4 items assessing 
complementarity (e.g., I am responsive to his/her efforts). The 11-item meta-perspective 
contains the 11 items of the direct perspective re-worded to assess athletes/coaches’ 
perceptions of the other’s closeness (e.g., My coach/athlete likes me), commitment (e.g., My 
coach/athlete is committed to me), and complementarity (e.g., My coach/athlete is responsive 
to my efforts during training). The response scale ranged from 1 (“Strongly Disagree”) to 7 
(“Strongly Agree”). Previous studies have displayed adequate structural validity and internal 
consistency scores for both the direct and meta-perspectives of the CART-Q (see Jowett, 
2009a, 2009b; Jowett and Ntoumanis, 2004).  
Relationship Satisfaction. The Investment Model Scale (IMS; Rusbult, Martz & 
Agnew, 1998) is a 22-item inventory that measures four constructs:  quality of alternatives, 
investment size, commitment level, and relationship satisfaction. For the purpose of this 
study, five items from the relationship satisfaction subscale were utilised. The questions were 
re-worded to reflect satisfaction within the coach-athlete relationship (“I feel satisfied with 
our coach-athlete relationship”). The response scale ranged from 1 (“Strongly Disagree”) to 7 
(“Agree completely”). Rusbult and Colleagues (1988) have found good internal consistency 
scores ranging from .82 to.98 as well as good convergent and discriminant validity.  In sport 
context, Davis & Jowett (2010) found acceptable internal consistency scores (α = .92).  
 
4.3.3. Procedure 
Approval to conduct this study was granted by the university’s ethical research 
committee prior to collecting the data. National Governing Bodies (NGBs) and Sports 
Organizations were contacted via e-mail and/or telephone to explain the purpose of the 
research and the requirements for participation in an effort to enlist their support. Participants 
were largely recruited in coach-education workshops, sports clubs, and sport events. Coaches 
were first approached to obtain permission for their participation and due to the dyadic nature 
of the study, were asked to nominate or identify a willing athlete to participate. Upon contact 
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with the coach and their athlete, the principal investigator explained the aims of the study, its 
confidential and voluntary nature. On gaining athletes’ and coaches’ consent as well as 
parental consent for those athletes under the age of 16, participants were administered a 
multi-section questionnaire. Coaches and athletes were asked to complete the questionnaire 
without conferring with other athletes, coaches or with one another. This process took no 
longer than 20 minutes to complete and the principal investigator was on hand to supervise 
any queries. For those athletes and coaches who could not be contacted face-to-face, NGBs 
sent two participation packs to their coaches (i.e., one for the athlete and the coach) by post. 
The packs included an invitation letter, the multi-section questionnaire, stamped addressed 
envelopes for return mail, and consent forms. To ensure that each coach-athlete dyad was 
correctly matched upon receiving the questionnaires, each questionnaire was coded so that 
individual dyads received the same code.  
 
4.3.4. Data Analysis 
Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations were performed and examined to 
obtain an overview of the main variables characteristics as well as variable relationships. As a 
result of the findings in study one, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was employed in an 
exploratory manner (Hoffman 1995) to investigate the fit of the 36 item, two-dimensional 
(anxious, and avoidance) ECR scale. CFA was conducted using the EQS 6.1 (Bentler & Wu, 
2005) statistical package. In addition, the APIM (Kenny et al., 2006) facilitated the 
examination of the two dyadic processes: actor effects and partner effects. On one hand, 
actor effects represented how athletes’ and coaches’ insecure attachment styles influence 
their own perceptions of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship and in turn how their 
perceived relationship quality influences their own relationship satisfaction. On the other 
hand, partner effects represented how athletes’ and coaches’ insecure attachment styles 
influence their partner’s perceptions of relationship quality and in turn how their relationship 
quality influences their partner’s satisfaction with the relationship. We examined four 
APIMs. Two of these models contained the avoidant attachment style with the direct-
perspective (Model 1a) and meta-perspective (Model 1b) of relationship quality. The other 
two models contained the anxious attachment style with the direct-perspective (Model 2a) 
and the meta-perspective (Model 2b) of relationship quality.   
 The four APIMs were tested using structural equation modeling (SEM; Anderson & 
Gerbing, 1988) with EQS.6.1 software (Bentler & Wu, 2005). A collection of goodness of fit 
indices was employed to assess the fit of the ECR scale and whether or not the hypothesized 
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models fit the data. Following suggestions by Hu and Bentler (1999) and Marsh (2007) the 
following indices were employed: the Standardized Root Mean square Residual (SRMR), the 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Bentler-Bonnet Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), and the 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). According to Hu and Bentler (1995), 
CFI and NNFI scores that are equal to or above 0.90 as well as RMSEA and SRMR with 
values less than 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) reflect models that fit the data satisfactorily. CFI 
and NNFI scores that are greater than 0.95 as well as RMSEA and SRMR with values less 
than 0.06 provide an excellent fit to the data (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  
 
 
4.4. Results 
 
4.4.1. Descriptive Statistics 
Table 1 presents the means (Ms), standard deviations (SDs), alpha reliability 
coefficients (α), and bivariate correlations (rs) for all main variables. The mean scores for 
proximity maintenance, safe haven and secure base were all above the midpoint of the 
response scale, thus highlighting that the sample of athletes in the present study potentially 
viewed their principle sports coach as a contextual attachment figure fulfilling the basic 
attachment functions. In addition, on average, athletes reported moderately low levels of 
attachment anxiety and avoidance, high levels of perceived relationship quality from both a 
direct and meta-perspective as well as high levels of relationship satisfaction. Overall, 
correlation analysis indicated a number of negative but significant links of the avoidant 
attachment style with direct and meta-perceptions of relationship quality, as well as 
relationship satisfaction. Scores from athletes’ anxious attachment style recorded significant 
albeit weak associations with only athletes’ meta-perceptions of relationship quality and 
satisfaction. Because athletes’ and coaches’ attachment anxiety was unrelated with the 
majority of the main variables, the anxious attachment style was excluded from further 
analysis. As a result we only present two out of the four APIMs proposed, that is M1a and 
M1b. 
 
4.4.2. APIM Analysis 
Before any APIM analysis was conducted, the slightly modified ECR scale (Brennan 
et al., 1998) for the coach and athlete version was subjected to CFA to ensure its sound 
psychometric properties. Due to Mardia’s multivariate kurtosis co-efficient being relatively 
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high, indicating non-normality in the data, robust Maximum Likelihood (ML) method was 
employed. This method ensured that overestimation of the χ2 statistic was controlled for as 
well as adjusted for under identification of standard errors (Hu & Bentler, 1995). Results 
revealed a poor fit for the 36 item two-dimensional ECR for the athlete version (SRMR = 
0.14, RMSEA = 0.11, CFI = 0.61; NNFI = 0.58 (χ2 (593) = 1412, p < .01) and for the coach 
version (SRMR = 0.17, RMSEA = 0.11, CFI = 0.50; NNFI = 0.47 (χ2 (593) = 1412, p < .01). 
Table 4.2 presents the factor loadings, error variances and R2 values for the athlete version 
and coach version of the ECR scale.  
As there was indication of multivariate non-normality in the data, due to Mardia’s 
multivariate kurtosis coefficient being relatively high, we also used the robust maximum 
likelihood estimation for the SEM analysis. Furthermore, due to the relatively small sample 
size and the large number of observed variables, item parceling was used to reduce a 
substantially large number of indicators per latent factor and, subsequently, the number of 
estimated parameters (Marsh & Hau, 1999). Item parceling allows a large number of 
indicators to be combined to form a much smaller number of measured variables. Both 
structural models fit the data well as indicated by the recorded goodness of fit indices for  
M1a tested H1: SRMR = 0.09, RMSEA = 0.04, CFI = 0.96, NNFI = 0.95 (χ2 (231) = 1014, p 
= .05); and M1b tested H1: SRMR = 0.08, RMSEA = 0.05, CFI = 0.94, NNFI = 0.94 (χ2 
(231) = 1155, p = .05). 
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Table 4.1. Descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients and inter correlations for all main variables in the study  
Variables Ms SDs α 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
Athlete Variables              
1.Proximity Maintenance  5.02 1.14 .82           
2.Safe Haven  5.00 1.20 .84           
3.Seure Base 6.12 .92 .84           
4.Avoidant attachment 2.90 .91 .91 -          
5. Anxious attachment 2.47 .87 .88 .07 -         
6. Direct relationship quality 6.31 .67 .91 -.35** -.10 -        
7. Meta relationship quality 6.17 .73 .92 -.41** -.19* .86** -       
8. Relationship satisfaction 5.74 .94 .85 -.58** -.21* .34** .43** -      
Coach Variables              
9. Avoidant attachment 3.91 .82 .83 .27** .07 .15 .08 -.16 -     
10. Anxious attachment 2.39 .87 .83 -.12 .14 .08 .06 .06 .03 -    
11. Direct relationship quality 6.21 .54 .83 -.32** -.04 .33** .23* .37** -.27** -.16 -   
12. Meta relationship quality 5.96 .64 .90 -.31** -.07  .32** .23* .44** -.28** -.10 .78** -  
13. Relationship satisfaction 5.40 .83 .77 -.27** -.01 .26** .30** .34** -.40** -.07 .58** .58** -- 
Note.** p significant at 0.01; * p significant at 0.05 
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Athlete 
    
Coach 
  
Item 
 
 
 
 
 
Factor 
Loading 
 
 
 
 
Error  R2  Factor Loading Error R2 
Avoidant Attachment Items        
1. I prefer not to show my coach/athlete how I feel deep down .59 .80 .35  .42 .91 .17 
2. I am very comfortable being close to my coach/athlete .63 .78 .39  .72 .69 .52 
3. When I find my coach/athlete getting close to me I pull away .60 .80 .36  .68 .73 .47 
4. I get uncomfortable when my coach/athlete wants to be very close to me .53 .85 .29  .66 .75 .44 
5. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to my coach/athlete .46 .88 .23  .62 .78 .36 
6. I want to get close to my coach/athlete, but I keep pulling back 
 
.62 .78 .38  .73 .68 .53 
7. I am nervous when my coach/athlete gets too close to me .65 .76 .42  .19 .98 .04 
8. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my 
coach/athlete 
  
.61 .79 .37 
 .66 .75 .43 
9. I try to avoid getting close to my coach/athlete .75 .70 .57  .30 .95 .09 
10. I find it relatively easy to get close to my coach/athlete .37 .64 .14  .58 .82 .33 
11. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on my coach/athlete .60 .93 .36  .43 .90 .18 
12. I prefer not to be too close to my coach/athlete .71 .80 .50  .62 .78 .39 
13. I tell my coach/athlete just about everything .61 .71 .37  .93 .10 .01 
14. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my coach/athlete .62 .80 .38  .15 .99 .02 
15. I feel comfortable depending on my coach/athlete .64 .79 .41  .13 .99 .02 
16. I don’t mind asking my coach /athlete for comfort, advice or help .58 .81 .34  .11 .99 .01 
17. It helps to turn to my coach/athlete in times of need .60 .80 .36  .04 .10 .01 
18. I turn to my coach/athlete for many things, including comfort and reassurance 
.47 .88 .22 
 .21 .99 .04 
Table 4.2. Factor loadings, error variances and R2  values for the 36 item ECR scale 
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Anxious Attachment Items        
19. I worry about being rejected or abandoned by my coach/athlete .34 .94 .11  .50 .87 .25 
20. I worry a lot about my coach-athlete relationship .24 .97 .06  .49 .87 .24 
21. I worry that my coach/athlete won’t care about me as much as I care about 
him/her 
.33 .95 .11 
 .56 .83 .31 
22. I worry a fair amount about losing my coach-athlete relationship .40 .77 .16  .23 .97 .05 
23. I often wish that my coaches/athletes feelings for me were as strong as my 
feelings for him/her 
.64 .85 .41  .63 .78 .39 
24. I want to be close to my coach/athlete and this sometimes scares them away .53 .10 .28  .50 .87 .25 
25. I worry about not having a coach/athlete .61 .80 .37  .53 .85 .28 
26. My desire to be very close to my coach/athlete sometimes scares him/her away .61 .79 .38  .55 .84 .30 
27. I need a lot of reassurance that my coach/athlete really cares about me .71 .71 .50  .70 .71 .49 
28. Sometimes I feel that I try to force my coach/athlete to show more feeling and 
more commitment to our relationship than he/she otherwise would 
.89 .46 .79 
 .77 .64 .59 
29. I do not often worry about being abandoned by my coach/athlete. .76 .65 .58  .65 .76 .43 
30. If I can’t get my coach/athlete to show an interest in me, I get upset or angry. .79 .62 .62  .74 .67 .55 
31. I find that my coach/athlete does not want to get as close as I would like .65 .76 .43  .49 .87 .24 
32. When I do not have my coach/athlete around, I feel somewhat anxious and 
insecure 
.55 .84 .30 
 .67 .74 .45 
33. I get frustrated when my coach/athlete is not around as much as I would like .72 .69 .52  .64 .77 .40 
34. I get frustrated if my coach/athlete is not available when I need him/her .09 .10 .01  .07 .10 .00 
35. When my coach/athlete disapproves of me, I feel really bad about myself .54 .84 .29  .48 .88 .23 
36. I resent it when my coach/athlete spends time away from me .36 .93 .13  .47 .88 .22 
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Actor and Partner effects for M1a. Both actor and partner effects were evidenced 
within M1a. The structural model indicated that for actor effects, athletes’ and coaches’ 
avoidant attachment styles  predicted a negative yet significant association with one’s own 
direct perceptions of relationship quality, which in turn, associated positively with one’s own 
perceptions of relationship satisfaction. For partner effects, the structural model indicated that 
athletes’ avoidant attachment styles predicted a negative yet significant association with their 
partner’s direct perceptions of relationship quality. In contrast, there were no significant 
partner effects for coaches’ avoidant attachment style on athletes’ direct perceptions of 
relationship quality. Likewise, there were no significant partner effects for athletes’ direct 
perceptions of relationship quality on their coaches’ perceptions of relationship satisfaction. 
However, there were positively significant partner effects for coaches’ direct perceptions of 
relationship quality on their athletes’ perceptions of relationship satisfaction. The magnitude 
of these paths can be seen in Figure 4.2. 
 
Figure 4.2. Model 1a: The effects of athlete’s and coach’s avoidant attachment styles on the direct 
perspective of the coach-athlete relationship quality and in turn its effects on relationship satisfaction. 
Dashed lines represent insignificant paths. 
 
Actor and Partner effects for M1b. Similarly to M1a, both actor and partner effects 
were evidenced within M1b. The structural model highlights that for actor effects, athletes’ 
and coaches’ avoidant attachment styles were negatively but significantly associated with 
one’s own meta-perceptions of relationship quality, which in turn, were positively associated 
with one’s own perceptions of relationship satisfaction. For partner effects, the structural 
model highlights that athletes’ avoidant attachment styles were negatively but significantly 
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associated with their partners’ meta-perceptions of relationship quality. Correspondingly to 
M1a, there were no significant partner effects for coaches’ avoidant attachment style on 
athletes’ meta-perceptions of relationship quality. However, there were positive and 
significant partner effects for coaches’ and athletes’ meta-perceptions of relationship quality 
on their partners’ perceptions of relationship satisfaction. The magnitude of these paths can be 
seen in figure 4.3. 
 
 
Figure 4.3. Model 1b: The effects of athlete’s and coach’s avoidant attachment styles on the meta 
perspective of the coach-athlete relationship quality and in turn its effects on relationship satisfaction. 
Dashed lines represent insignificant paths. 
 
 
4.5. Discussion 
The purpose of the present study was to examine the purported linear associations 
between attachment styles, relationship quality, and relationship satisfaction in the coach-
athlete relational context (Jowett and Poczwardowski, 2007), whilst further supporting the 
role of the sports coach as an attachment figure within the context of sport. Three hypotheses 
were tested. First, it was hypothesized that athletes’ and coaches’ insecure attachment styles 
will predict their own perceptions of relationship quality and, in turn, athletes’ and coaches’ 
perceptions of relationship quality will predict their own perceptions of satisfaction with the 
relationship. Second, it was hypothesized that athletes’ and coaches’ insecure attachment 
styles will predict their partner’s perception of relationship quality (direct and meta-
perspectives) and, in turn, athletes’ and coaches’ perception of relationship quality will 
predict their partner’s perception of satisfaction with the relationship. As coaches’ and 
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athletes’ anxious attachment style did not correlate with the main variables of the study, only 
coaches’ and athletes’ avoidant attachment style represented the insecure attachment style in 
our further analyses. The dyadic research design employed and the utility of the APIM 
allowed the examination of both actor and partner effects for athletes’ and coaches’ avoidant 
attachment style. Finally, to further support Davis & Jowett’s (2010) findings, that the sports 
coach provides the basic functions of an attachment bond, we hypothesized (H3) that the 
sample of athletes’ in the present study would perceive their principle sports coach as a target 
for proximity, a safe haven and a secure base.   
Firstly, Actor effects were identified for the hypothesized links (H1). Specifically, the 
findings indicated a negative association between athletes’ and coaches’ avoidant attachment 
styles and their perceptions of relationship quality. This finding suggests that high levels of 
avoidant attachment may lead to lower levels of relationship quality. This is consistent with 
attachment theory that portrays avoidant individuals as largely concerned about being 
independent and self-sufficient and generally denying the importance of close relationships 
(Brennan et al, 1998; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007).  
The avoidant attachment style would seem to contradict the institution of sport, its 
core values and philosophies that are underlined by a sense of togetherness, belongingness, 
and affiliation (Coakley, 2009). Moreover, the avoidant attachment style would seem to 
contradict with the core of sports coaching. Sport coaching has been defined as an 
interpersonal process (Lyle, 2002) at the heart of which one can find the coach-athlete 
relationship (Côté, 2002, Côté & Fraser-Thomas, 2007; Jowett & Cockerill, 2003). The 
relationship has been viewed central to coaching because it can serve as vehicle in which 
coaches and athletes interact effectively to acquire new skills, achieve performance 
accomplishments, and feel satisfied (Jowett, 2005). Undermining this relationship is likely to 
compromise such important goals coaches and athletes set out to achieve independently and 
together in sport and in life more generally. The findings of this study suggest that individual 
athletes and coaches whose personality-like characteristics and personal behavioural 
tendencies indicate attachment preferences of independence and self-sufficiency, reflective of 
avoidance attachment style, may be less likely to develop quality coach-athlete relationships. 
The findings of this study are in line not only with attachment theory but also empirical 
research that highlight that those with an avoidant attachment tend to have difficulty in 
creating and maintaining interdependent relationships (e.g., Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 
1990; Vicary & Fraley, 2007; see also Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 
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It would appear that individuals with anxious attachment styles have a strong desire to 
excessively rely on their relationship partners, while individuals with avoidant attachment 
styles have simply no such desire of interconnection (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007). Thus, it is plausible that among these two insecure attachment styles avoidant 
attachment style may be the most dysfunctional personality-like characteristic because it is at 
odds with forming interdependent relationships - a key feature of coaching and sport. Thus, 
de-valuing or neglecting the coach-athlete relationship may have negative ramifications for 
performance (e.g., persistence, motivation, success) and psychological health (e.g., happiness, 
satisfaction, worry; see Côté, 2002; Jowett, 2005; Lorimer, 2009; Lyle, 2002). This 
speculation warrants further investigation. 
 Two partner effects were recorded supporting H2. The findings suggest that while 
athletes’ perceptions of relationship quality is likely to remain unaffected by coaches’ 
attachment style, coaches’ perceptions of relationship quality is likely to be affected by their 
athletes’ attachment style of avoidance. Specifically, coaches are less likely to perceive the 
quality of the coach-athlete relationship negatively or experience dysfunctional interpersonal 
feelings, thoughts, and behaviors when they are involved in a relationship with an athlete who 
reports low levels of avoidant attachment. First, this finding is in line with attachment theory 
and research that has indicated that individuals’ avoidance attachment style is a negative 
predictor of their partners’ perception of relationship quality and satisfaction (Collins & 
Feeney, 2004; Feeney, 2008; Shaver, Schanchner, & Mikulincer, 2005). It is plausible that 
athletes’ avoidant style of attachment (due to its self-sufficiency and independence emphasis 
relative to relating to others) may have the capacity to disrupt the coaches’ role to 
successfully provide the support, guidance and instruction needed in order for their athletes to 
acquire new skills and improve performance, as well as effectively mix with other members 
of the team. This finding is in line with recent research in sport that has found that it is more 
likely for athletes’ personality-like characteristics to elicit coaches’ perceptions of relationship 
quality than coaches’ personality-like characteristics to elicit their athletes’ perceptions of 
relationship quality. For example, Yang and Jowett (2011) found that such personality factors 
as athletes’ neuroticism affects negatively coaches’ perceptions of relationship quality.  
These findings also raise the question, why coaches’ personality does not have the 
capacity to affect positively or negatively their athletes’ perception of relationship quality? 
One reason for this may be found in the specific and often rather distinct roles coaches and 
athletes are expected to play within their dyadic coach-athlete relationship.  From an 
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attachment theory perspective, a major difference often noted between, for example, romantic 
relationships and parental relationships is the difference in the reciprocal nature of each 
relationship. The attachment behavioural system in the romantic relational context is viewed 
as equal and reciprocal while in the parental relational context is viewed as hierarchical and 
largely one-way (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Weiss, 1982; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007). As such 
in the parental relationship, the parent is likely to play the role of the “stronger and wiser” 
caregiver and the child is likely to play the role of the dependent and vulnerable child. These 
roles in the parental relationship may transfer with some accuracy in the coaching relationship 
where the coach is commonly the experienced and wiser while the athlete is commonly the 
inexperienced who needs the encouragement to take on new challenges, and the support and 
guidance to deal with challenges in the face of adversity (e.g., Côté, 2002, Côté & Fraser-
Thomas, 2007; Jowett, 2005). In light of this, the effective execution role of the coach may be 
much more important than the personality of the coach and its manifestations when it comes 
to formulate an evaluation of the quality of the relationship. This conjecture warrants further 
investigation.  
Partner effects were also recorded between perceptions of relationship quality and 
relationship satisfaction. Specifically, the findings highlight that coaches’ positive evaluation 
of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship transfer to the athletes’ perceptions that the 
relationship is a satisfying one. This finding is in line with the findings of a series of sport 
psychology studies that have highlighted the links between relationship quality and 
relationship satisfaction (e.g., Jowett & Nezlek, 2010; Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004; Lorimer, 
2009).  This finding also fits well with the adult attachment literature that suggests that less 
insecure people experience greater levels of relationship quality and in turn experience more 
positive emotions (Collins & Read, 1990; see also Fredrickson, 2001). 
Hypothesis three (H3) was also supported. High mean values recorded for proximity 
maintenance, safe haven and secure base suggest that the sample of athletes recruited in the 
present study viewed their sports coach as an attachment figure within the context of sport. In 
conjunction with Davis and Jowett’s (2010) findings, these results would appear to suggest 
that athletes’ are likely to feel the need to be in close proximity to their coach, they perceive 
their coach as a source of comfort and security and as a figure who is able to provide a 
platform for exploration of autonomous activities within their sporting environment. Whilst 
these findings are promising and help to establish the coach as an attachment figure within the 
context of sport, there is broad scope to further investigate, these attachment related functions. 
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It is important to note that the methodological approach to investigating the three main 
attachment bonds, may have limited the contribution to advancing the theoretical application 
of attachment related bonds to the context of sport. For example, the self report approach 
taken in this study did not allow us to gain insight into the idiosyncrasies of attachment figure 
related functions. Future research would benefit from qualitative approaches such as semi-
structured interviews in order to establish “how” the coach fulfils these functions, and under 
what conditions these functions are fulfilled (i.e., during or after injury, competition, or 
burnout).  
 
4.4.1. Limitations and Future Research  
The current study extended existing research on coach-athlete relationships by 
applying a well-established theoretical framework to study relational process and employing a 
dyadic research design. Despite their importance, these findings are not without limitations. 
The data of this study are cross-sectional and therefore causal inferences about the direction 
of effects between attachment styles and relationship quality and relationship quality and 
satisfaction cannot be drawn. Therefore, longitudinal and experimental work could supply 
important information. Such research could aim to generate knowledge related to the extent to 
which the effects of coaches’ attachment style and patterns of behaviour have the capacity to 
alter their athletes’ attachment style over time. The findings of this line of inquiry would help 
support the design of intervention programs that aims to bring about change that is underlined 
by a transition from insecure attachment styles to secure attachment styles. Moreover, an 
exploration of variables that potentially mediate the link between athletes’ and coaches’ 
attachment styles and relationship quality is an important avenue of research as it would help 
us understand the mechanisms by which these concepts are connected. The identification of 
mediating variables is important because it would lead to the development of interventions 
that prevent the negative effects of insecure attachment styles on relational processes. Finally, 
future researchers may wish to pay particular attention to the development and validation of a 
sport-specific self report measure of athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles as CFA analysis 
revealed poor structural validity for the two dimensional, thirty six item ECR scale within the 
context of sport. This is also a potential limitation as poor structural validity of the ECR may 
have confounded the results of the study. Therefore it is of upmost importance that future 
researchers pay particular attention to the measurement of attachment within sport. 
96 
 
 
In sum, actor and partner effects for coaches’ and athletes’ insecure attachment 
patterns on perceptions of relationship quality were assessed in a sample of coach-athlete 
dyads. Overall, the results of this study are consistent with theoretical assumptions and 
empirical research findings. From a theoretical perspective, these results contribute to the 
broader attachment theory work by highlighting the applications of the theory to yet another 
type of interpersonal relationship namely the coach-athlete relationship.  From a practical 
perspective, it would appear that avoidant attachment styles may have detrimental effects on 
the perceived relationship quality and as such sport and exercise psychology consultants need 
to be mindful of these potentially negative effects. These findings provide an important 
forward step in studying the attachment system and exploring the implications of attachment 
theory in interpersonal relationships as they unfold in sport.  
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Chapter 5 
Study Three: Measuring Attachment Styles within the Coach-Athlete Relationship Context: 
Development and Validation of the Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS). 
 
5.1. Abstract 
Objective: The purpose of the present study was to develop and validate a sport-specific self-
report instrument that aims to assess athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles.  
Method: The development and validation comprised 3 main phases. In phase 1, a pool of 
items was generated based on pre-existing self-report attachment instruments from varying 
contexts. Each item was carefully considered and modified accordingly to reflect a coach and 
an athlete’s style of attachment within the coach-athlete dyad. In phase 2, the content validity 
of the identified items was assessed by a panel of experts. Based on the panel results, a final 
scale was developed and administered to a sample of 405 coaches and 298 athletes. In phase 
3, confirmatory factor analysis of the obtained data from the final scale was conducted to 
determine the final items of the Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS). 
Results: Confirmatory factor analysis revealed acceptable goodness of fit indexes for a 3-first 
order factor model that incorporated attachment styles of a security (5 items) and two 
insecurity (14 items) attachment styles, as well as a 2-first order factor model that 
incorporated only the two insecure attachment styles (14 items) for both the athlete and the 
coach data respectively. A secure attachment style was found to predict relationship 
satisfaction positively while insecurity was a negative predictor of relationship satisfaction.  
Conclusions: The CAAS revealed sound psychometric properties of content, factorial, and 
predictive validity, as well as reliability. This new scale opens exciting research avenues to be 
explored within the sport coaching context.  
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5.2. Introduction 
A key finding of study one and two was the identification of the need to develop and 
validate a sport specific self report measure of athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles. In 
both studies one and two, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the two dimensional, 18 
item ECR scale that had been slightly adapted to represent attachment styles to the coach or 
athlete, revealed poor structural validity.  Utilising instruments that have been developed with 
a particular context and/or relational partner in mind, to a different context and relational 
partner may have lead to these psychometric problems and conceptual inconsistencies. If 
attachment theory is to be useful for understanding the patterns of coach-athlete interactions, 
then it is important to have a valid and reliable instrument to accurately assess attachment 
styles within this specific context. Thus, study three aimed to expand studies one and two by 
developing a sport specific self- report measure of athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles, 
namely the Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS). 
 Within the sport coaching literature, individual difference characteristics have been a 
major consideration of both leadership and relational models. For example, the 
multidimensional model (Chelladurai, 1993) and meditational model (Smoll & Smith, 1989) 
of coach leadership highlight the importance of such individual difference characteristics as 
age, gender, personality, and self-esteem (Smith & Smoll, 2007; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & 
Everett, 1993) in influencing coaching behaviours. More recent developments of relational 
models such as Jowett’s (2007) 3+1Cs conceptual model have also considered individual 
difference characteristics including age, gender, experience, and personality as antecedents of 
the quality of coach-athlete relationships. Although both theory and research support the role 
of individual difference characteristics, there is still need for further exploration especially as 
this pertains to personality characteristics and individuals’ dispositional orientations. Studies 
one and two have contributed somewhat to the lack of research, as this pertains to personality 
characteristics by expanding attachment theory to the study of coach-athlete relationships.  As 
a result, the initial studies of this thesis highlight how individual differences in personality 
characteristics, namely attachment styles can potentially shape coaches’ and athletes’ 
relational experiences within sport. However, the application or usefulness of a theory relies 
on being measurable. A limitation outlined in studies one and two of this thesis, was related to 
the ECR scales inability to accurately assess athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles within 
the context of sport. This was because CFA analysis revealed poor structural validity scores 
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for the two dimensional, eighteen item scale on both occasions, and thus potentially 
confounding the results. Therefore, a sport specific valid and reliable measure of the main 
constructs of attachment theory that will allow to test and further advance the theory of 
attachment on one hand and generate knowledge and understanding in the context of sport on 
the other is warrented.  
 Attachment researchers (Brennan et al., 1998; Ravitz et at., 2010) have previously 
acknowledged that quantitative approaches such as self-report measures are generally 
considered less time consuming and costly assessments of attachment styles and subsequently 
popular mediums within the realm of social and personality psychology. Therefore, the 
purpose of the present study was to supply a psychometrically sound sport specific self-report 
measure of athletes and coaches’ attachment styles as an individual difference characteristic 
that measures the three attachment styles (secure, anxiety, and avoidance) originally proposed 
(Ainsworth et al., 1978; see also, Backstrom & Holmes, 2007). While a measure that reflects 
the three attachment styles was the primary focus of the study, we also investigated the 
capacity of a measure that reflects only the two insecure attachment styles, as developed by 
adult attachment researchers (Brennan et al., 1998). The development of the Coach-Athlete 
Attachment Scale (CAAS) would permit research that aims to understand relational (e.g., 
coach-athlete relationship quality), motivational (e.g., coach-created motivational climate), 
group (team cohesion, collective efficacy), leadership (e.g., coach leadership behaviours), and 
other such phenomena without having to rely on instruments that have been developed for use 
in different contexts (e.g., family, education) and with different attachment figures (e.g., 
romantic partners). The procedure used for the development and validation of the CAAS 
follows the 8 developmental stages recommended by DeVellis (2003).  
   
5.3. Method 
5.3.1 Design 
DeVellis’ (2003) procedure for developing and validating self-report instruments has 
been recently applied within sport psychology (see Rhind & Jowett, 2010).  The same 
procedure was employed in this investigation. According to DeVellis (2003), researchers who 
develop and validate new instruments need to consider the following 8 stages: (1) the 
constructs they intend to measure ; (2) the generation of a pool of items; (3) the format of the 
measure; (4) the use of panels of experts to review the generated item pool; (5) the validation 
of the selected items; (6) the administration of items to a sample of participants; (7) the 
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analysis of the obtained data; (8) the optimization of the scale length. In this paper, we present 
and discuss the eight stages followed in three phases. Phase 1 contains stages 1 to 3. Phase 2 
contains stages 4 and 5 and Phase 3 contains stages 6-8.  
 
5.3.2. Phase 1: Item Generation  
Based on the constructs we aimed to measure, namely, secure, anxious, and avoidant 
attachment styles, the generation of the initial item pool (one for the coach and one for the 
athlete – both of which were corresponding) was based on identifying available self-report 
attachment instruments that have been developed and used within diverse disciplines of 
psychology including social, educational, developmental, clinical, and occupational 
psychology. The internet, computerised databases, search engines, journal articles, and key 
text books were reviewed to identify potentially relevant and available scales. Scales were 
retrieved if they appeared to deal with specific aspects of adolescents and adult attachment. 
Every effort was made to try to identify every multi-item scale that had been previously 
published in relevant literatures. This ensured that attachment scales from a wide array of 
different relational contexts was included such as adult romantic relationships, peer 
relationships, teacher-student relationships, leader-follower relationships, and therapist-client 
relationships. As a result of this process, 15 measures of attachment were retrieved, totaling 
349 items. All of the items within these measures were then pooled to create a set of items for 
each of the three attachment styles, namely secure attachment, anxious attachment, and 
avoidant attachment style.  Each item was carefully considered in turn to ensure that (a) it was 
central to one of the clearly defined attachment dimensions and (b) it was suitable for use 
within the sport coaching context.  Based on these two criteria, each item was either included 
or excluded from further analysis. Items were then examined in order to eliminate any 
repetition and duplication in the items.  For some items, the wording was slightly modified in 
an effort to capture more readily aspects related to the coach-athlete dyad. Through this 
process we made sure that all items were clear, concise, distinct, comprehensible, and 
reflective of the three dimensions of attachment styles (cf. Anastasi, 1988).   
The whole process yielded 88 items of which 29 items represented an anxious 
attachment style, 33 items represented an avoidant attachment style, and 21 items represented 
secure attachment styles. These items were placed into 6 documents that reflected the 6 
attachment styles – half of which reflected athletes’ attachment styles and the other half 
reflected coaches’ attachment styles: (a) athlete secure attachment, (b) athlete anxious 
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attachment, (c) athlete avoidant attachment, (d) coach secure attachment, (e) coach anxious 
attachment, and (f) coach avoidant attachment. 
 
5.3.3. Phase 2: Content or Face Validity 
The purpose of phase 2 was to assess the content/face validity of the pool of items 
identified in phase 1 by expert panels. Content validity is an important process of scale 
development and concerns the extent to which the items of a given instrument measure the 
specific intended domain of content (DeVellis, 2003). The most commonly used and efficient 
way of assessing content validity is through expert opinion, thus, for the purpose of this study, 
a total of 6 expert panels were employed consisting a total of 48 experts to evaluate the 
content of the items identified in phase 1. Each expert panel contained  2 sport psychology 
consultants, 2 sport psychology academics, 2 sport psychology PhD students, and either 2 
coaches or 2 athletes. Each expert was given a pack that contained instructions for completing 
this phase, definitions of the psychological constructs assessed, and a document that contained 
items for either athlete’s or coaches’ anxious attachment, avoidant attachment or secure 
attachment style.  
Experts were instructed to read through the definition of the construct and to indicate 
whether they thought each item were “relevant” (i.e., does the question reflect the definition 
provided), “clear” (i.e., is the question easy to understand), and “specific” (i.e., is the item 
focused and not too general or ambiguous). These formed the main criteria for item inclusion. 
Responses were collected on a dichotomous “Yes –No –Unsure” scale. A section for 
comments was provided under each item to allow the experts to explain their responses or to 
suggest any alterations or further modifications. Finally, panel experts were asked to consider 
the pitch, flow, and instructions used within the questionnaire itself, and to further comment 
on any omissions and/or modifications they deemed necessary.   
On completion of the expert panel review, basic statistics such as frequency analysis 
were conducted to determine the percentage of experts who indicated “Yes” “No” or 
“Unsure” regarding the relevance, clarity, and precision of each item. Items that were not 
deemed by 70% (.70) of the experts as meeting all three criteria mentioned above were 
deleted. There were instances where a couple of items seemed to fair well with the coach and 
some others with the athlete but were excluded as they were unable to correspond well with 
one another.  Following the expert panel’s scrutiny of the original pool of items, three item 
pools were generated containing eighteen items for the avoidant dimension, eighteen items for 
102 
 
 
the anxious attachment dimension and ten items for the secure attachment dimension.  Two 
corresponding versions were produced, one for the athlete and another for the coach.  
 
5.3.4. Phase 3: Construct and Criterion Validity 
Participants. The sample (N =703) consisted of 405 coaches (M age = 43.23, SD = 
13.53) and 298 athletes (M age = 19.43, SD = 2.10). Coaches and athletes were recruited for 
participation from a variety of both individual and team sports. The diverse sample of athletes 
represented their sports at various levels including university (14.8 %), club (34.9%), regional 
(25.5%), national (15.1%) and international (9.7%). The sample of coaches also coached a 
wide range of athletes competing at different levels including university (1.7%), club (47.7%), 
regional (34.1%), national, (11.1%) and international (5.4%). Athletes had been involved in 
their current sport for an average of 9.45 years (SD = 4.04), reported an average coach-athlete 
relationship length of 2.72 years (SD = 2.69) and spent a mean number of 5.30 hours (SD 
=3.91) in training with their current coach each week. Coaches were involved with their sport 
for an average of 10.58 years (SD = 9.51), held a mean coach-athlete relationship length of 
3.27 years (SD = 2.54) and spent 3.52 hours (SD = 2.88), coaching their athletes per week.  
Instrumentation. Two versions of the Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS) were 
developed based on the findings from phases 1 and 2.  One version of the questionnaire was 
developed for an athlete and one version was developed for a coach. In total each 
questionnaire contained 46 items, of which, 18 items were designed to measure athletes or 
coaches avoidant attachment style (e.g., I do not turn to my coach for reassurance), 18 items 
to measure athletes or coaches anxious attachment style (e.g., I worry that I won’t fulfil my 
coaches expectations), and 10 items to measure a secure attachment style (e.g., I know I can 
rely on my coach). Both coaches and athletes were asked to indicate the extent to which they 
agreed with each statement on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) through to 
7 (Strongly Agree).  
 Participants’ perceptions of relationship satisfaction were measured using a subscale 
from the Investment Model Scale (IMS; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). The 22-item scale 
comprises four subscales: commitment level, relationship satisfaction, quality of alternatives, 
and investment size. For the purpose of this study, five items from the relationship satisfaction 
subscale were used (e.g., I feel satisfied with our coach-athlete relationship). Participants 
responded to each question on a 7-point scale which ranged from 1 (Strongly Disagree) 
through to 7 (Strongly Agree). Rusbult et al. (1998) have reported good internal consistency 
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scores ranging from 0.82 to 0.98. More recently, a reliability score of 0.92 has been reported 
for the use of this subscale within the coach-athlete relational context (Davis & Jowett, 2010).  
Procedures. Following institutional ethical approval, athletes and coaches were 
recruited using a number of methods. Firstly, National Governing Bodies (NGBs) from a 
wide range of sports (e.g., England netball, British badminton, England athletics, British 
triathlon) were approached via e-mail and/or telephone and were informed of the purpose and 
nature of the study and were asked to participate by providing access to coaches and athletes. 
Due to policy regulations, NGBs were unable to provide the first author with direct contacts 
for athletes and coaches. Instead they agreed to participate and provided a number of options 
for data collection. Participants’ data were collected by the first author whilst attending coach-
education/athlete workshops, training in sports clubs, or competing in sport events.  Upon 
contact with the athletes or the coach, the purpose and voluntary nature of the study was 
explained. On gaining consent, participants were provided with a multi-section questionnaire 
and were reassured on the anonymity and confidentiality of their responses. This process took 
no longer than 15 minutes to complete and the first author was on hand to supervise any 
queries.  For those athletes and coaches who could not be contacted face-to-face, NGBs were 
able to forward an electronic version of the multi-section questionnaire to their coaches and 
athletes. The electronic questionnaire explained the purpose, voluntary nature, anonymity and 
confidentiality of the study as well as instructions on how to complete the questionnaire 
online. Following completion, data were electronically sent to a data base ready for analysis.  
Data analysis. Guided by the theory of attachment, Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) was employed in an exploratory manner (Hoffman 1995) to investigate the fit of a 
three-dimensional (security, anxious, and avoidance) and a two-dimensional (anxious, and 
avoidance) factorial structure for the athlete and the coach data sets. CFA was conducted 
using the EQS 6.1 (Bentler & Wu, 2005) statistical package to test the factorial structure of a 
total of four theoretically-based models. On one hand, Model 1athlete (M1a) and Model 1 
coach (M1c) tested a two first-order factor model reflecting athletes’ and coaches’ insecure 
attachment styles. On the other hand, Model 2 athlete (M2a) and Model 2 coach (M2c) tested 
a three first-order factor model reflecting athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles of security, 
anxious, and avoidance.  
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) using EQS 6.1 (Bentler & Wu, 2005) was also 
tested to examine the criterion (concurrent) validity of the aforementioned models. This 
approach allowed us to examine how well each attachment dimension mapped onto a 
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theoretical meaningful variable such as relationship satisfaction. These analyses aimed to 
examine whether the two first-order factor models (M1a & M1c) or the three first-order factor 
models (M2a & M2c) predict stronger and better athletes’ and coaches’ perceptions of 
relationship satisfaction.   
Goodness of fit indices was employed to assess the adequacy of the measurement and 
structural models. Following recommendations made by Hu and Bentler (1999) and Marsh 
(2007), the Standardized Root Mean square Residual (SRMR), the Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI), the Bentler-Bonnet Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI), and the Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) were utilised. According to Hu and Bentler (1995), CFI and NNFI 
scores that are equal to or above 0.90 as well as RMSEA and SRMR with values less than 
0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) reflect models that fit the data satisfactorily. Moreover, the 
predictive validity of the hypothesized models was assessed considering the direction, 
significance, and magnitude of each path corresponding to each of the theoretical models that 
were examined. Finally, we sought to examine the proportion of variance accounted for by 
coaches and athletes’ attachment styles in perceptions of relationship satisfaction.  
 
5.4. Results 
5.4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
As there was indication of multivariate non-normality in the data, due to Mardia’s 
multivariate kurtosis coefficient being relatively high, CFA analyses for the two-factor and 
three-factor models were tested using the robust Maximum Likelihood (ML) method. This 
method ensured that overestimation of the χ2 statistic was controlled for as well as adjusted 
for under identification of standard errors (Hu & Bentler, 1995).  
 Testing a two-factor model of CAAS. The results from the first CFA analysis 
revealed that the initial pool of 36 items of both the athlete (M1a) and coach version (M1c) of 
the scale did not meet the recommended cut-off points of the goodness of fit indices, for both 
the athlete data (M1a: SRMR = 0.09, RMSEA = 0.07, RCFI = 0.77, RNNFI = 0.75) and the 
coach data (M1b: SRMR = 0.12, RMSEA = 0.06, RCFI = 0.74, RNNFI = 0.72) suggesting a 
poor model fit.  In attempt to identify the offending items that caused the misfit, post hoc 
model fitting procedures that incorporated both the Lagrange Multiplier test (adding items) 
and Wald test (dropping items), were employed. Additionally, the factor loading of each item 
was considered. All items with primary factor loadings of < .30 were deleted. The above 
method has been suggested as a means to identify a general structure of a hypothesized factor 
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model with the best items (Hoffman 1995). This method allowed reaching a model for the 
athlete (M1a: SRMR = 0.06, RMSEA = 0.05, RCFI = 0.96; RNNFI = 0.95) and a model for 
the coach data (M1c: SRMR = 0.06; RMSEA = 0.06; RCFI = 0.94; RNNFI = 0.89) that met 
the hypothesized factorial structure with satisfactory fit statistics. We endeavored to arrive to 
two models that were corresponding and thus the resulting final models comprised of a total 
of 14 items, of which 7 items represented the avoidant attachment style, and 7 items 
represented the anxious attachment style. Table 5.1 displays standardized factor loadings and 
error variances for M1a and M1c.   
Testing a three-factor model of CAAS. CFA analysis of the three-factor model was 
conducted containing the original pool of 10 items reflective of the security attachment style 
as well as the 7 items of anxiety and 7 items of avoidance. Initial CFA revealed satisfactory fit 
indices for the athlete data (M2a: SRMR = 0.06; RMSEA = 0.04; RCFI =0.94; RNNFI =0 
.93), yet less satisfactory fit indices for the coach data (M2c: SRMR = 0.07 ; RMSEA =0.05 ; 
RCFI = 0.88; RNNFI = 0.86). In order to retain corresponding models with satisfactory 
goodness of fit indices, post hoc model fitting procedures were employed and factor loadings 
were considered. This method allowed to remove weak items from the security subscale and 
reach a three-dimensional model with suitable fit indices for both the athlete data (M2a: 
SRMR = 0.06; RMSEA = 0.04; RCFI = 0.97; RNNFI = 0.97) and the coach data (M2c: 
SRMR = 0.06; RMSEA = 0.06; RCFI = 0.90; RNNFI = 0.89). A total of 19 items represented 
the two three-first order-factor models whereby 5 items were reflective of a secure 
attachment, 7 items were reflective of an anxious attachment, and 7 items were reflective of 
avoidance attachment. Table 5.2 displays standardized factor loading and error variances for 
M2a and M2c.  
After analyzing the goodness of fit indices for all four models, χ2  difference tests were 
performed between M1a and M2a ( χ2diff(1) = 82.93; p >.05 ) and between M1c and M2c ( 
χ2diff(73) = 166.60; p < .001). The results indicated that there were no significant differences 
between the two-factor and three-factor model for the athlete version but a significant 
difference between the two-factor and three-factor model for the coach version of the CAAS.  
Model fit was not improved moving from the two-factor model to the three-factor models, 
suggesting that the two-factor model for the coach is better.  
5.4.2. Descriptive Statistics 
Table 4.3 presents means (Ms), standard deviations (SDs), skewness, and kurtosis 
scores for the final 7 avoidant attachment items, 7 anxious attachment items, and 5 secure 
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attachment items for both the athlete version and coach version of the Coach-Athlete 
Attachment Scale (CAAS). Cronbach’s alpha estimates for each of the attachment dimensions 
of the athlete scales were as follows: avoidant attachment α = .86, anxious attachment α = .82, 
secure attachment α = .86. For the coach scales were as follows: avoidant attachment α = .82, 
anxious attachment α = .83, secure attachment α = .75. These scores are above the 
recommended criterion value of .70 (see Nunnally, 1978).  
 
5.4.3. Convergent and Discriminant Validity 
Convergent validity of each model within the two-factor (M1a, M1c) and the three-factor 
(M2a, M2c) structure was evaluated by examining whether each item has substantial loading 
to their hypothesized factor (Li & Harmer, 1996). Discriminant validity refers to the extent to 
which the factors in question exhibit uniqueness (Li & Harmer, 1996). The discriminant 
validity of the CAAS subscales for all four models was examined by evaluating factor 
correlations. 
 Convergent validity. For the two-first order-factorial structure, all factor loadings 
were relatively high and statistically significant (p < .05). For M1a factor loadings ranged  
from 0.59 to 0.75 (M = 0.68) for the avoidant attachment dimension and from 0.39 to 0.74 (M 
= 0.63) for the anxious attachment dimension. For M1c factor loadings ranged from 0.59 to 
0.75 (M = 0.68) for the avoidant attachment dimension and from 0.51 to 0.98 (M = 0.68) for 
the anxiety attachment dimension. Correspondingly, the three-first order-factorial structure 
reported factor loadings which were both high and statistically significant (p < .05). Factor 
loadings for the avoidant attachment dimension of M2a ranged from 0.60 to 0.74 (M = 0.68), 
for the anxious attachment dimension, 0.68 to 0.92 (M = 0.76) and for the secure attachment 
dimension 0.68 to 0.92 (M = 0.76). For M2c factor loadings for the avoidant attachment 
dimension ranged from 0.50 to 0.69 (M = 0.62) for the anxious attachment dimension 0.57 to 
0.72 (M = 0.64) and for the secure attachment dimension, 0.51 to 0.73 (M = 0.61). 
 Further evidence for the convergent validity was obtained in the squared multiple 
correlation coefficients. According to Bollen (1989), these correlation coefficients represent 
the amount of variance in each indicator that is not accounted for by measurement error. 
Within M1a values ranged from 0.35 to 0.57 (M = 0.47) in the avoidant dimension and from 
0.16 to 0.54 (M = 0.37) for the anxiety dimension. For M1c values ranged from 0.26 to 0.54 
(M = 0.47) for the avoidant dimension and from 0.30 to 0.52 (M = 0.41) for the anxiety 
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dimension. For M2a values ranged from 0.37 to 0.55 (M = 0.47) for the avoidant dimension, 
from 0.15 to 0.54 (M = 0.41) for the anxiety dimension and 0.51 to 0.62 (M = 0.56) for the  
secure attachment dimension. Finally, M2c presented values that ranged from 0.25 to 0.38 (M 
= 0.39) for the avoidant dimension, from 0.32 to 0.51 (M = 0.41) for the anxiety dimension 
and 0.26 to 0.53 (M = 0.37) for the secure attachment dimension. 
 Discriminant validity. The factor correlations, which are higher than Pearson’s 
correlations because they are corrected for measurement error, are positively moderately 
correlated for M1a (ravoidant-anxious = .41) and weakly correlated for M1c (ravoidant-anxious = .08). 
Factor correlations for M2a are positively moderately correlated for (ravoidant-anxious = .42) 
inversely yet moderately correlated for (ravoidant-secure = -.71) and (ranxious-secure = -.68). For M2c 
factor correlations are weakly positively correlated for (ravoidant-anxious = .11) inversely and 
weakly correlated for (ravoidant-secure = -.35) and inversely yet moderately correlated for (ranxious-
secure = -.56). These findings suggest that factors of the two-dimensional and three-dimensional 
CASS for both the coach and the athlete data are clearly distinct from one another and as a 
result should be conceptualized as separate dimensions. 
 
5.4.4. Measurement and Structural Models  
According to Pennington (2003), criterion validity is a measure of how well a variable 
can predict and associate with an outcome. Within the attachment literature, attachment styles 
have consistently been found to predict relationship satisfaction within a number of close 
relationships (e.g., Collins & Read, 1990) including the coach-athlete relationship (Davis & 
Jowett, 2010). Therefore, in the present study the concurrent validity was assessed by 
measuring the criterion variable of relationship satisfaction. Similar to the procedures taken 
with the CFA analysis, the robust maximum likelihood method was employed for each of the 
models within each SEM analysis because Mardia’s coffiecient was relatively high suggesting 
non-normality of the data. 
Criterion validity. Full latent factor models using indicator variables to assess the 
associations between the two  two-first order factor models and relationship satisfaction (one 
with the athlete data M3a and another with the coach data M3c) and the two three-first-order 
factor models and relationship satisfaction (one with the athlete data M4a and another with 
the coach data M4c) were tested. The recommended sample size to ratio of estimated 
parameters (10:1; Byrne, 2006) was acceptable for this assessment.  
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Table 5.1: Factor loadings for the 14 item, two-factor Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS) 
 
 
 
 
 
Athlete Questionnaire  (M1a)                     Coach Questionnaire (M1c) 
                                               
 
Item 
 
 
 
Factor Loading Error Variance  Factor Loading Error Variance 
Avoidant Attachment      
1. I don’t usually discuss my problems or concerns with my coach/athlete 
 
.74 .68  .61 .79 
2. I do not turn to my coach/athlete for reassurance 
 
.59 .81  .51 .86 
3. I avoid discussing personal issues with my coach/athlete 
 
.75 .66  .63 .77 
4. I do not rely on my coach/athlete when I have a problem to solve 
 
.66 .75  .61 .79 
5. I do not turn to my coach /athlete when I need to get something off my chest 
 
.72 .69  .73 .68 
6. I do not ask my coach/athlete for advice and help 
 
 
.71 .71  .69 .73 
7. I do not seek out my coach/athlete when things go wrong .63 .78  .58 .81 
Anxious Attachment       
8. I often wonder if my coach/athlete cares about me as an athlete .62 .79  .59 .81 
9. I often worry that my coach/athlete does not value me as much as I value him/her .67 .75  .55 .83 
10. I worry a fair amount about my coach/athlete leaving me to coach/to be coached elsewhere .39 .92  .64 .77 
11. I am concerned that my coach/athlete will find another athlete /coach that he/she prefers .60 .80  .73 .69 
12. I often worry that my coach/athlete does not want to coach me anymore .69 .73  .71 .70 
13. Sometimes I worry that my coach/athlete is not as committed to me as I am to them .73 .68  .58 .81 
14. I worry that my coach/athlete does not respect me as much as I respect him/her .74 .67  .66 .75 
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 Table 5. 2: Factor loadings for the 19 item, three- factor Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS) 
           Athlete Questionnaire  (M2a)                       Coach Questionnaire (M2c) 
Item 
 
 
 
Factor  Loading Error Variance  Factor Loading Error Variance 
Avoidant Attachment      
1. I don’t usually discuss my problems or concerns with my coach/athlete 
 
.74 .67  .62 .79 
2. I do not turn to my coach/athlete for reassurance 
 
.60 .80  .50 .87 
3. I avoid discussing personal issues with my coach/athlete 
 
.73 .68  .64 .77 
4. I do not rely on my coach/athlete when I have a problem to solve 
 
.65 .76  .61 .80 
5. I do not turn to my coach /athlete when I need to get something off my chest 
 
.71 .71  .72 .69 
6. I do not ask my coach/athlete for advice and help 
 
 
.73 .68  .69 .72 
7. I do not seek out my coach/athlete when things go wrong .63 .78  .58 .82 
Anxious Attachment       
8. I often wonder if my coach/athlete cares about me as an athlete .65 .76  .60 .80 
9. I often worry that my coach/athlete does not value me as much as I value him/her .66 .75  .57 .83 
10. I worry a fair amount about my coach/athlete leaving me to coach/to be coached elsewhere .39 .92  .65 .76 
11. I am concerned that my coach/athlete will find another athlete /coach that he/she prefers .58 .82  .71 .70 
12. I often worry that my coach/athlete does not want to coach me anymore .68 .74  .72 .70 
13. Sometimes I worry that my coach/athlete is not as committed to me as I am to them .73 .68  .58 .82 
14. I worry that my coach/athlete does not respect me as much as I respect him/her .74 .68  .66 .75 
Secure Attachment      
15. I know that my coach/athlete  is loyal to me 
 
.73 .68  .61 .79 
16. I feel confident that our coach-athlete relationship will last 
 
.72 .70  .57 .82 
17. I find it easy to interact with my coach/athlete 
 
.76 .66  .51 .86 
18. I know my coach/athlete likes me 
 
.75 .66  .63 .78 
19. I know I can rely on my coach /athlete .79 .62  .73 .68 
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Table 5.3: Descriptive statistics for the final athlete and coach version of the 14-item and 19-item Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS) 
 
1        Athlete CASS            Coach CASS 
Item M SD Skewness Kurtosis  M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
1.don’t usually discuss my problems or concerns with my coach/athlete 
 
3.87 1.63 -.02 -.90  4.37 1.89 -.24 -1.12 
2.I do not turn to my coach/athlete for reassurance 
 
3.41 1.52 .39 -.75  5.06 1.69 -.58 -.61 
3.I avoid discussing personal issues with my coach/athlete 
 
4.16 1.65 -.16 -.85  4.95 1.90 -.57 -.91 
4.I do not rely on my coach/athlete when I have a problem to solve 
 
4.03 1.41 -.22 -.44  4.81 1.68 -.34 -.84 
5.I do not turn to my coach /athlete when I need to get something off my chest 
 
4.01 1.72 .02 -1.07  4.87 1.89 -.50 -.93 
6.I do not ask my coach/athlete for advice and help 
 
 
3.10 1.53 .49 -.56  4.17 1.79 -.04 -1.03 
7.I do not seek out my coach/athlete when things go wrong 3.59 1.45 .27 -.47  4.60 2.01 -.34 -1.13 
8.I often wonder if my coach/athlete cares about me as an athlete 3.03 1.54 .57 -.43  2.97 1.48 .28 -.86 
9.I often worry that my coach/athlete does not value me as much as I value him/her 3.12 1.36 .27 -.52  2.86 1.48 .42 -.66 
10.I worry a fair amount about my coach/athlete leaving me to coach/to be coached elsewhere 2.60 1.37 .73 .12  2.30 1.47 1.14 .69 
11.I am concerned that my coach/athlete will find another athlete /coach that he/she prefers 2.86 1.49 .52 -.56  2.38 1.35 .69 -.52 
12.I often worry that my coach/athlete does not want to coach me anymore 2.62 1.36 .79 .09  2.38 1.42 .98 .28 
13.Sometimes I worry that my coach/athlete is not as committed to me as I am to them 3.03 1.39 .52 -.15  3.08 1.54 .25 -.76 
14.I worry that my coach/athlete does not respect me as much as I respect him/her 2.98 1.37 .41 -.43  2.84 1.43 .41 -.57 
15.I know that my coach/athlete  is loyal to me 
 
4.97 1.40 -.60 -.01  5.26 1.38 -.64 .02 
16.I feel confident that our coach-athlete relationship will last 
 
4.85 1.48 -.66 -.00  5.26 1.36 -.73 .11 
17.I find it easy to interact with my coach/athlete 
 
 
5.29 1.43 -.90 .10  6.01 1.19 -2.01 4.96 
18.I know my coach/athlete likes me 
 
5.29 1.24 -.70 .55  5.43 1.29 -1.02 1.35 
19.I know I can rely on my coach /athlete 5.02 1.31 -.69 .37  5.38 1.25 -.72 .39 
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 Testing the two-dimensional model of CAAS and relationship satisfaction. The 
structural model for M3a demonstrated a satisfactory model fit: SRMR = 0.06; RMSEA = 
0.05; RCFI = 0.96; RNNFI = 0.95, with 55% of the variance associated with athletes’ 
perceptions of relationship satisfaction being accounted for by its predictors of athletes’ 
avoidant and anxious attachment styles. For M3c, the structural model also demonstrated a 
satisfactory model fit: SRMR = 0.06; RMSEA = 0.05; RCFI = 0.94; RNNFI = 0.93 with 27% 
of the variance associated with coaches’ perceptions of relationship satisfaction being 
accounted for by its predictors of avoidant and anxious attachment style.  Figure 5.1 
illustrates the significance and magnitude of the paths for M3a and M3c – only the structural 
models of the tested models are shown.  
 
Model 3a                                                                                        Model 3c 
Figure 5.1- M3a. Athletes avoidant and anxious attachment styles as a predictor of relationship 
satisfaction. M3c. Coaches avoidant and anxious attachment style as a predictor of relationship 
satisfaction. Note: * Significant path at p<.05 
 
 Testing the three-dimensional model of CAAS and relationship satisfaction. The 
structural model for M4a demonstrated a satisfactory model fit: SRMR = 0.06; RMSEA = 
0.04; RCFI = 0.97; RNNFI = 0.97 with 74% of the variance associated with athlete’s 
perceptions of relationship satisfaction, accounted for by its predictors of avoidant, anxious, 
and secure attachment styles. M4c also demonstrated a satisfactory fit to the model: SRMR = 
0.06; RMSEA = 0.05; RCFI = 0.92; RNNFI = 0.91, with 61% of the variance associated with 
coaches’ perceptions of relationship satisfaction, accounted for by its predictors. Figure 5.2 
illustrates the significance and magnitude of the paths of M4a and M4c – only the structural  
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models of the tested models are shown.  
Model 4a        Model 4c 
 
Figure 5.2- M4a. Athlete’s avoidant, anxious and secure attachment styles as predictors of 
relationship satisfaction. M4c. Coaches avoidant, anxious and secure attachment styles as predictors 
of relationship satisfaction. Note: * Significant path at p<.05 
 
5.5 Discussion 
The purpose of the present study was to develop and psychometrically evaluate a self-
report measure that examines fundamental aspects of attachment within the context of the 
coach-athlete dyad. A series of procedures including item generation and assessment of the 
items’ content by experts in the field, as well as an investigation of the dimensionality of the 
selected items supported the psychometric properties of validity and reliability of the newly 
developed Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CASS). Both, a two-first order factor model of 
anxious and avoidant attachment styles and a three-first order factor model that also included 
the security attachment style were tested for the athlete data and for the coach data separately. 
Results, following post hoc model fitting procedures, confirmed its theoretically-based factor 
structures. The development and validation of the two and three first-order factor models of 
CAAS (athlete and coach versions) would permit researchers to assess attachment styles in 
the coach-athlete relational context.  
The two first-order factor model is in line with scales that assess adult attachment in 
close and romantic/marital relationship contexts such as the ECR scale (Brennan et al., 1998). 
Two-dimensional scales focus on directly assessing insecure attachment styles while the 
secure attachment style is inferred by low scores on both the attachment anxiety and 
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avoidance dimensions. While this may have been an acceptable way to measure attachment 
styles in adult attachment literature, a number of researchers have recently argued that the 
direct assessment of a secure attachment may be more beneficial (Backstrom & Holmes, 
2007). With that in mind, we tested a three-dimensional structure containing athletes’ and 
coaches’ two insecure and a secure attachment style. CFA indicated satisfactory fit to the data 
for both the athlete version (M2a) and the coach version (M2c) of the three-first-order-factor 
structure of the CAAS. Furthermore, the internal consistency of the items for each of the 
three factors was satisfactory.  In line with Ainsworth et al.’s work, this three-dimensional 
measure would allow to directly measure all three attachment styles that underline individual 
differences in terms of relating, communicating, and interacting within the dyadic coach-
athlete context. 
The convergent validity of all four models tested was supported as each of the items 
had substantial and significant loadings to their expected factor. Discriminate validity was 
also supported and it was reflective of theoretically-based assumptions of the orthogonality of 
insecure attachment dimensions (Brennan et al., 1998). This was indicated by each of the 
structures factor inter-correlations. For all the models tested the associations between the 
avoidant dimension and anxious dimension were positively and moderately weak. For the 
two three-factor models of M2a and M2c, the correlations between the secure attachment 
dimension and insecure attachment dimensions were either inversely yet moderately 
correlated for M2a and inversely yet moderately to weakly correlated for M2c. These 
findings are in line with theory and  research that indicates a weak association between the 
insecure attachment styles and a negative association between the secure and insecure 
attachment styles (Brennan et al., 1998; Backstrom & Holmes, 2007; Collins & Read, 1994).  
It is worth noting however that the athlete version of the two factor and three factor 
CAAS recorded a moderately positively association between anxiety and avoidance 
attachment styles. This reported association appears to be stronger compared to research that 
has found the two dimensions to be weakly correlated either positively or negatively (see 
Brennan et al., 1998). Nevertheless, although anxiety and avoidance attachment styles have 
been operationalised as being two orthogonal dimensions (e.g., Brennan et al., 1998; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), there is no consistent evidence within the attachment theory 
literature to suggest that the two insecure dimensions are indeed completely separate 
dimensions. It is possible that the association between the insecure dimensions is stronger for 
long-term relationship partners than for partners who have only been involved for a short 
period of time or are not seriously involved or committed in a single relationship (Mikulincer, 
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2010, personal communication). While relationship length may be a potentially important 
factor in determining the strength of association between the two insecure attachment styles, 
it may also be that this association is dependent on the nature or type of relationship. It would 
be unrealistic to expect that athletes, for example, are entirely avoidant or entirely anxious in 
relation to their coach. The coach-athlete partnership requires a level of interdependence or 
closeness be it in the form of trust, care, support, understanding, honesty, and appreciation 
(Jowett, 2007).  The athletes will have to reach out to their coaches for their expertise and 
knowledge and will have to leave aside the sort of insecurities that are likely to prevent them 
from building a close, trustworthy, and committed relationship if they are to develop and 
succeed in sport. In other words, it is possible that within the coach-athlete relationship, 
athletes (and perhaps coaches) are classified as neither extremely avoidant nor extremely 
anxious; it may thus be possible that their classification 'folds' toward a single insecure 
dimension. This conjecture clearly has implications for the theory and measurement of 
attachment styles within the coach-athlete relationship and hence warrants the attention of 
future research especially as this pertains to the cross-validation of CAAS. 
It is also worth noting, that both the two-dimensional models and the three-
dimensional models tested revealed satisfactory fit to the data; whilst, chi-square difference 
tests highlighted that both models were equally effective for the athlete data, for the coach 
data it was noted that there was a significant difference between the two-factor and three-
factor model indicating that coaches’ attachment styles would be best represented by using 
the two-dimensional model. The three-dimensional model maybe especially beneficial for 
research that is concerned with understanding how attachment security influence patterns of 
coach and athlete interactions and other important outcomes. Nonetheless, CAAS is a newly 
developed instrument and as such it is important that researchers continue to test its 
psychometric properties. 
The concurrent validity of the athlete and coach version of the two factor model was 
examined and SEM analysis supported our hypothesis that attachment styles can serve as 
predictors of relationship satisfaction. The findings indicated that the avoidant and anxiety 
attachment dimensions significantly predicted athletes’ and coaches’ perceptions of 
relationship satisfaction. These results are consistent with theoretical and empirical evidence 
from previous research that found romantic partners who were classified as having an 
anxious or avoidant attachment style experienced less relationship satisfaction (Collins & 
Read, 1994; Simpson, 1990). Furthermore, this finding also supports current coach-athlete 
attachment research that has found athletes’ insecure attachment styles (anxiety and avoidant) 
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to be negatively associated with perceptions of relationship satisfaction and sport satisfaction 
variables (Davis & Jowett, 2010).  
When the concurrent validity was examined for the three factor model, our findings 
indicated that security attachment style was a strong positive predictor of relationship 
satisfaction. This finding support previous research that has found that those individuals with 
a secure attachment tend to experience greater levels of relationship satisfaction (Collins & 
Read, 1994; Davidovitz et al., 2007; Davis & Jowett, 2010; Simpson, 1990). While secure 
attachment style was predictive of relationship satisfaction, neither of the two insecure 
attachment styles was predictive of relationship satisfaction within the three-factor model. 
One possible explanation for the inability of the two insecure attachment styles to predict 
relationship satisfaction may be due to the nature of the samples employed. Generally, it 
would appear that both the coach and the athlete sample were secure in their attachment with 
one another and satisfied with the relationship formed. If they had scored in opposite 
direction, the results may have suggested a different pattern of association. Overall, the 
results suggest that attachment security plays an important part in experiencing positively the 
coach-athlete relationship. The CAAS not only provides a direct assessment of the secure 
attachment style but also allows an assessment of the variance that is accounted for by a 
secure dimension in other important variables. Future research should continue to test 
correlates of attachment styles in order to provide further evidence for the predictive and 
concurrent validity of the two-dimensional and three-dimensional CAAS for both the coach 
and athlete versions.  
There are several potential limitations to this study. Firstly, inherent to any self-report 
study, respondents may have been limited in the extent to which they were conscious of and 
able to report on their own attachment styles and attitudes. This is because our psychological 
processes underlying attachment operate in a number of ways that are not always accessible 
to the conscious mind (Crowell, Fraley, & Shaver, 1999). Furthermore, self-report measures 
are subject to response bias, and largely rely on the participant’s honesty and self-insight. 
According to Brennan et al. (1998), when one’s fear and defenses are at issue (i.e., when the 
attachment system is activated) research participants’ honesty and self-insight may become 
clouded, which in turn will influence the type of responses they provide. It is important to 
note, however, that self-report measures of attachment do not require participants to fully 
understand their own relationship dynamics, histories or defenses in order to classify them 
(Brennan et al., 1998). In fact, self-report measures like CAAS only require a small amount 
of awareness of one’s own feelings and beliefs about their relationships in order to capture 
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the true essence of their attachment classification (Ravitz et al., 2010). Thus, although self-
report measures of attachment hold these limitations, they still have positive implications for 
consciously held beliefs that individuals hold about themselves and their relationships 
(Brennan et al., 1998). As a result the versions of CAAS presented within this study, would 
help determine consciously held beliefs that athletes/coaches hold about themselves and each 
other within the sporting arena.  
 Aside from the potential limitations of self-reports, another limitation is the age of 
the athletes employed in this study. The study validated the CAAS with adult athletes whose 
age was eighteen and above rending its use with younger athletic populations questionable. 
According to attachment theory (Weiss, 1991), attachment functions tend to transfer from 
parents to other significant figures (including peers and other familial members) at the end of 
childhood and entering into early adolescence. Thus, it would be useful to examine the CAAS 
utility and applicability with younger, pre-pubescent adolescents and older adolescent 
athletes.  
 
5.5.1. Future Research  
The results from the present study provide evidence for the psychometric properties of the 
CAAS as a measure of attachment styles that reside either within a two-dimensional or a 
three-dimensional conceptual structure. In addition to the future research directions already 
mentioned in earlier sections of the discussion, future studies should investigate the 
invariance of CAAS in coaches and athletes as well as males and females. Moreover, 
controlling for relationship length in these cross-validation studies may also help establish a 
better view of the convergent and discriminant validity of the instrument.  
To our knowledge this study is the first of its kind to present a measurement tool by 
which we can measure fundamental aspects of coach-athlete attachment. The CAAS (either 
the two- or three-dimensional measure) could be utilised to examine both cross-sectional 
correlational effects as well as longitudinal changes. Of particular interest would be research 
that examines the extent to which coaches’ attachment styles have the capacity to influence 
their athletes’ attachment styles over time. The corresponding coach and athlete versions of 
the CAAS would also enable researchers to conduct dyadic research, which over the past 
decade has been encouraged within sport-specific relationship research (e.g., Jowett & Clark-
Carter, 2006; Lorimer & Jowett, 2009). An interesting line of research would be to explore 
the extent to which athletes’ attachment styles affect their own perceptions as well as their 
coaches’ perceptions of relationship quality and indicators of psychological well-being (e.g., 
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affect, vitality, depression). Finally, it would be interesting to investigate how an athlete’s 
state of mind with regards to their attachment experiences influences their cognitive behavior 
such as competitive anxiety, which is a critical factor in predicting sport performance 
(Tenenbaum & Ecklund, 2007; Van Raalte & Brewer, 2002).   
We further propose, albeit tentatively, that this scale and its items may be easily 
transferable to measure attachment styles within other relationship contexts in sport such as 
friendship relations (peers) and even parent-child relations. For example, the CAAS may 
benefit those researchers whose objective is to examine the implications of two attachment 
relationship types such as coach-athlete and friendship (peers) in sport simultaneously and 
relative to important outcomes such as motivation, anxiety, and confidence. The usage of 
CAAS in such research may allow making equivalent statistical comparisons between diverse 
attachment relationships (e.g., coach-athlete, peers relations).  
 
5.5.2. Conclusion 
In summary, this study developed and validated a context-specific attachment styles 
instrument known as the CAAS, based on theoretical and empirical evidence.  The present 
study has provided evidence of the psychometric properties of the validity and reliability of a 
two- and a three dimensional scale. While we acknowledge that validation of psychometric 
instruments is a continuous process, the findings of this study highlight CAAS has the 
potential to offer an insight to previously unexplored research questions. This new instrument 
may be at the forefront of research investigating attachment styles as an individual difference 
characteristic in the coaching and sport context. The concept of attachment styles within the 
context of sport and coaching is currently understudied yet both theoretically and practically 
important. 
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Chapter 6 
Study four: Understanding the role of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship in the link 
between athletes’ attachment styles and well-being. 
 
6.1. Abstract 
Objective: The primary purpose of the present study was to examine whether aspects of 
relationship quality can explain the links between athletes’ attachment styles and well-being 
while cross-validating the psychometric properties of the newly developed Coach-Athlete 
Attachment Scale (CASS-athlete version; Davis & Jowett, 2011b). 
Method: 192 British athletes completed a multi-section questionnaire measuring their 
attachment styles to the coach, relationship quality with the coach, and emotional well-being.  
These athletes performed in either individual or team sport and at different level of 
competition.  
Results: Confirmatory factor analysis supported the factorial validity of the 3-dimensional 
first-order factor model of CAAS (security, anxiousness, and avoidance). Structural equation 
modeling analysis provided evidence that interpersonal conflict is a potential mechanism that 
transfers the effects of athletes’ attachment styles on positive and negative affect respectively. 
 Conclusions: Interpersonal conflict emerged as a process that transfers the effects of 
athletes’ attachment styles onto athletes’ feelings of happiness or unhappiness. A better 
understanding of conflict could help us intervene by alleviating or indeed eliminating it 
within the coach-athlete dyad. 
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6.2. Introduction 
The empirical research presented in this thesis so far has highlighted that individual 
differences in coaches’ and athletes’ attachment styles can affect the quality of the coach-
athlete relationship and indices of well-being including relationship satisfaction and sport 
satisfaction. Subsequently, this thesis has aimed to develop and validate a coach-athlete 
attachment-specific psychometric scale in an attempt to ameliorate the psychometric and 
conceptual issues highlighted in studies one and two. While the Coach Athlete Attachment 
Scale (CAAS) was found to have sound validity and reliability properties, further 
psychometric evaluations to support the use of the CASS as a measure of attachment styles 
specific to the coach-athlete dyad is warranted.  Thus, based on theory and research, the 
primary purpose of study four was to expand on the previous studies presented within this 
thesis by (a) identifying additional processes by which athletes’ attachment styles are linked 
to their well-being while (b) cross-validating the psychometric properties of CASS.  
The coach-athlete relationship is central to effective coaching and is a fundamental 
precursor of athletes optimal functioning (Gould, Collins, Louer, & Chung, 2007; Jowett, 
2005; Lyle, 2002).  In research terms, the surge of interest surrounding the coach-athlete 
relationship over the last decade has been accompanied by a network of theoretical 
frameworks and measurement tools, which in part have been diversified from established 
psychosocial scientific domains into the context of sport (Poczwardowski, Barott, & Jowett, 
2006). In particular, Wylleman (2000) three-faceted conceptual model of acceptance-
rejection, dominance-submission and socio-emotional factors was based on interpersonal 
theory (Kiesler, 1983), Poczwardowski, Barott, and Henshen (2003) model proposed social 
exchange theories to examine the context and process of the coach-athlete dyad while Jowett 
(2007) 3+1Cs model and its accompanied Coach-Athlete Relationship Questionnaires (e.g., 
short version: Jowett & Ntoumanis, 2004; long version: Rhind & Jowett, 2010) is guided by 
interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut,1978) to explain and measure the nature and 
quality of the coach-athlete relationship. Collectively, these frameworks, measurement tools 
and accompanied research supplies evidence for the purported importance of the quality of 
coach-athlete relationship, to athletes’ and coaches’ personal growth, well-being, and 
performance success (see e.g., Gould et al., 2007; Jowett, 2007; Lyle, 2002).  
While research surrounding the quality of the coach-athlete relationship has been 
forthcoming (Antonini Philippe & Seiler, 2006; Jowett, 2007; Lorimer & Jowett, 2009; 
Jowett & Rhind, 2010), research focusing on athletes and coaches’ personality characteristics 
and their potential influences on relational experiences in sport has been extremely scarce 
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(Jackson, Dimmock, Gucciardi, & Grove, 2011; Yang & Jowett, 2011). The initial studies 
presented in this thesis so far have attempted to bridge this research gap by proposing 
attachment theory as a framework for understanding individual differences in athletes’ and 
coaches’ personality characteristics and their potential influences on relationship quality and 
experiences of well-being. Specifically the studies presented in this thesis so far have found 
that individual differences in anxiety and avoidant attachment styles are negatively associated 
with relationship quality and aspects of relationship satisfaction on one hand and well-being 
including sport satisfaction on the other. Further, relationship quality as defined by 
relationship satisfaction was found to play a role in transferring the effects of athletes’ 
attachment styles on their feeling of well-being including sport satisfaction. However, 
Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000) have explained that wellbeing is a term that people 
experience as happiness and that in addition to experiencing life satisfaction (or in the context 
of sport, sport satisfaction) wellbeing is also considered as the presence of positive affect and 
the absence of negative affect (Myers & Diener, 1995).  
 
6.2.1 The Present Study 
Based on attachment-specific theory and research that has demonstrated that 
individuals’ attachment styles link to relationship quality and wellbeing including positive 
and negative affect on one hand (Torquati & Raffaelli, 2004; Wearden et al., 2005), and on 
the other hand, based on sport-related research that has demonstrated strong links between 
relationship quality and wellbeing indexes such as physical self-concept (Jowett, 2008), self-
esteem (Shanmugam et al., 2011), satisfaction (Lorimer, 2009), and depression (Jowett & 
Cramer, 2009), the following research question was addressed in this study. Does the quality 
of the coach-athlete relationship (defined as relationship significance or depth, social support 
received, and interpersonal conflict perceived) serve as a process through which the effects of 
relationship members’ attachment styles are transferred onto their perceptions of well-being 
(defined as one’s perceptions of positive versus negative affect)?  Finally, this study aimed to 
further examine the psychometric properties of the CASS (Davis & Jowett, 2011b) as an 
assessment tool of attachment styles within the coach-athlete relational context.   
 
6.3. Methods 
6.3.1 Participants  
Data were obtained from 192 athletes, of which 122 (65.5%) were males and 70 
(35.5%) were females. Athletes’ ages ranged from 16 to 32 years ((M age = 20.14 SD = 
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2.66). Athletes were recruited for participation from a variety of both individual and team 
sports (e.g., netball, football, volleyball, basketball, tennis, ice skating, gymnastics, 
swimming), had been involved with their sport for an average of 8.95 years (SD = 4.59), 
reported an average coach-athlete relationship length of 2.83 years (SD = 3.40), and spent a 
mean number of 8.62 hours (SD = 6.96) in training each week. Further, the sample of athletes 
represented their sports at various levels of performance including university (14.6%), club 
(31.8%), regional (22.9%), national (17.2%) and international (12. 9%). 
  
6.3.2. Measures 
Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS; Davis & Jowett, 2011b). The CASS 
contains 19 items and is designed to measure athlete’s secure and insecure attachment styles. 
Specifically, 7 items measure athletes avoidant attachment style (e.g., I do not turn to my 
coach for reassurance) 7 items measure athletes anxious attachment style (e.g., I worry that I 
won’t fulfil my coaches expectations), and 5 items measure a secure attachment style (e.g., I 
know I can rely on my coach). Athletes were asked to indicate the extent to which they 
agreed with each statement on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) through to 
7 (Strongly Agree). Davis and Jowett (2011b) have provided sound psychometric properties 
of validity and reliability.  
 Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 
1988). The PANAS consists of two 10-item scales, one to assess positive affect (PA) and the 
other to assess negative affect (NA). The PA scale includes terms such as “interested”, 
“excited” and “determined”, while the NA scale contains items such as “afraid” “distressed” 
and “nervous”.  Participants were asked to indicate the degree to which they had felt either 
positive or negative on a scale ranging from 1 (“not at all”) to 5 (“extremely”).  Scores on 
each dimension ranged from 10 to 50. Watson et al. (1998) have been reported satisfactory 
psychometric properties of validity and reliability. The PANAS has been utilised in numerous 
sport-related research (McCarthy, 2011; Robazza, Bortoli, Nocini, Moser & Arslan, 2000) 
and findings have provided psychometric support for the instrument within this context.  
The Quality of Relationships Inventory (QRI – sport version; Jowett, 2009). The 
25-item QRI was originally developed to assess the quality of different personal and social 
relationships (Pierce, Sarason, Sarason, Solky-Butzel, & Nagle, 1997). The sport version of 
the original QRI contains 18 items to represent the quality of the coach-athlete relationship 
along three dimensions, namely social support defined as the support supplied within the 
social environment (e.g., “To what extent could you turn to your coach for advice about 
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problems?”), depth defined as the importance placed on the relationship (e.g., “How positive 
a role does your coach play in your sporting life?”), and conflict defined as the feelings of 
anger and ambivalence that follows interpersonal conflict (e.g., “How often do you need to 
work hard to avoid conflict with your coach?”). Each dimension contains 6 items and athletes 
were asked to respond to each question, on a response scale that ranged from 1 (“Not at all”) 
to 7 (“very much”). The 18 items contained in the sport version of the QRI have 
demonstrated satisfactory reliability and validity (Jowett, 2009; Jowett & Cramer, 2010).  
 
6.3.3. Procedures 
Once the authors’ institution granted ethical approval for the proposed study, athletes 
were recruited in the following ways. Firstly, sports clubs were contacted via a letter or an e-
mail, and follow-up phone calls when necessary, explaining the purpose and nature of the 
study while asking for athletes’ participation in the study. The first author visited the sports 
clubs that agreed to participate and explained to the athletes the purpose and voluntary nature 
as well as confidentiality of the study. On gaining their consent, athletes’ were administered a 
multi-section questionnaire that contained demographic information (e.g., age, gender, sport 
level), the newly developed CAAS (Davis & Jowett, 2011), PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) 
and the QRI (Jowett, 2009). Secondly, sports science students were contacted of the purpose 
and nature of the study and were asked to participate only if they were currently representing 
their sport at university level and above and were coached by a qualified coach. After 
obtaining informed consent, the multi-section questionnaire was administered at the end of a 
lecture. Completion of the questionnaire lasted no longer than 15 minutes.  
 
6.3.4. Data analysis 
Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations were performed. Structural equation 
modeling (SEM) using EQS 6.1 (Bentler & Wu, 2005) was employed to examine the 
conceptually-driven linear associations between attachment styles, relationship quality, and 
well-being. It also allowed us to examine the linear associations between each attachment 
dimension, relationship quality and relationship quality and indices of psychological well 
being. Moreover, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using EQS was utilized to supply 
further evidence of validity of the recently developed three-dimensional athlete version of the 
CAAS (Davis & Jowett, 2011). Goodness of fit indices including the Standardized Root 
Mean square Residual (SRMR), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Bentler-Bonnet Non-
Normed Fit Index (NNFI), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
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were chosen to assess the adequacy of both the measurement and structural models. Cut-off 
criteria were based on recommendations made by Hu and Bentler (1999) and Marsh (2007). 
According to Hu and Bentler (1995), CFI and NNFI scores that are equal to or above 0.90 as 
well as RMSEA and SRMR with values less than 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) reflect models 
that fit the data well.  
 
6.4. Results 
 
6.4.1.Descriptive Statistics  
Table 6. 1 presents means, standard deviations, alpha coefficients, and bivariate 
correlations of all variables under investigation. Athletes, on average, reported relatively low 
to moderate levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance and relatively high levels of 
attachment security. Further, athletes reported to experience relatively moderate to high 
levels of perceived social support and relationship depth, and experienced less relationship 
conflict. Finally, athletes reported relatively high levels of positive affect and low levels of 
negative affect. Bivariate correlations indicated significant associations between the three 
attachment styles and social support, depth and conflict and between support, depth and 
conflict and positive and negative affect. Cronbach scores were satisfactory and above the 
recommended criterion value of 0.70 (see Nunnally, 1978).  
 
6.4.2. Attachment Styles -> Relationship Quality -> Well-being 
Before SEM analysis was conducted to test the conceptually driven the linear 
associations between attachment styles, relationship quality, and well-being, the recently 
validated measure of coach-athlete attachment styles (CAAS) was subjected to CFA to ensure 
its sound psychometric properties. Due to Mardia’s multivariate kurtosis co-efficient being 
relatively high, indicating non-normality in the data, robust Maximum Likelihood (ML) 
method was utilised to test the theoretically meaningful first-order three-factor model 
whereby the three attachment styles were contained. This method ensured that overestimation 
of the χ2 statistic was controlled for as well as adjusted for under identification of standard 
errors (Hu & Bentler, 1995). Results revealed a good fit for the 19 item three-dimensional 
CAAS (SRMR = 0.07, RMSEA = 0.06, RCFI = 0.92, RNNFI = 0.91(χ2 (171) = 1827, p < 
.01). The correlation between the avoidant and anxious were 0.16 supporting the orthogonal 
nature of the insecure attachment styles and the avoidant and secure -0.42 and anxious and
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Table 6.1. Descriptive statistics, alpha co-efficients and bivariate correlations for all main variables under investigation 
Variables M SD α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Athlete Variables            
1.Avoidant attachment 3.97 1.44 .90 -        
2. Anxious attachment 2.10 1.11 .87     .17 -       
3. Secure Attachment  5.12 1.35 .89    -.39** -36** -      
4. Support 4.65 1.24 .86    -.65** -.21** .62**      
5. Depth 4.38 1.26 .88 -.67** .18* .58** .79** -     
6. Conflict 2.50 1.00 .77 -.20** -.27** .34** .25** -.23** -   
7. Positive Affect 4.05 .64 .89 -.20** -.25** .37** .28** .26** -.25** -  
8. Negative Affect 1.92 .64 .83 -.06 .17* -.13 -.92 -.11 .23** -.01 - 
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Table 6. 2: Factor loadings for the 19 item, three- factor Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS) 
     
Item 
 
 
 
Factor Loadings  Error Variance   R2 Value 
Avoidant Attachment    
1. I don’t usually discuss my problems or concerns with my coach/athlete 
 
.78 .64 .59 
2. I do not turn to my coach/athlete for reassurance 
 
.83 .56 .68 
3. I avoid discussing personal issues with my coach/athlete 
 
.76 .65 .58 
4. I do not rely on my coach/athlete when I have a problem to solve 
 
.81 .59 .65 
5. I do not turn to my coach /athlete when I need to get something off my chest 
 
.79 .62 .62 
6. I do not ask my coach/athlete for advice and help 
 
 
.71 .71 .50 
7. I do not seek out my coach/athlete when things go wrong .72 .70 .51 
Anxious Attachment     
8. I often wonder if my coach/athlete cares about me as an athlete .57 .83 .32 
9. I often worry that my coach/athlete does not value me as much as I value him/her .73 .69 .53 
10. I worry a fair amount about my coach/athlete leaving me to coach/to be coached elsewhere .63 .78 .40 
11. I am concerned that my coach/athlete will find another athlete /coach that he/she prefers .75 .67 .56 
12. I often worry that my coach/athlete does not want to coach me anymore .82 .57 .67 
13. Sometimes I worry that my coach/athlete is not as committed to me as I am to them .74 .67 .55 
14. I worry that my coach/athlete does not respect me as much as I respect him/her .77 .63 .60 
Secure Attachment    
15. I know that my coach/athlete  is loyal to me 
 
.73 .69 .53 
16. I feel confident that our coach-athlete relationship will last 
 
.70 .71 .49 
17. I find it easy to interact with my coach/athlete 
 
.80 .60 .64 
18. I know my coach/athlete likes me 
 
.85 .53 .72 
19. I know I can rely on my coach /athlete .90 .43 .82 
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secure -.39. Table 6.2 displays standardized factor loadings, error variances, and R2 for the 7 
avoidant items, 7 anxious items and 5 secure items.  
SEM analysis also utilized robust maximum likelihood method. Furthermore, as the 
recommended sample size to ratio of estimated parameters was not met for this analysis 
(10:1; see Bryne, 2006), item parceling was conducted to meet the recommended ratio of 
subjects to observed variables (Bandalos & Finney, 2001). With this procedure of item 
parcelling, a latent factor model using indicator variables was possible.  The structural model 
demonstrated a satisfactory model fit: SRMR = 0.07; RMSEA = 0.04; RCFI = 0.96; RNNFI 
= 0.95 (χ2 (253) = 2268, p < .01).Perceptions of social support, depth, and conflict were 
significantly predicted by athletes’ avoidant and secure attachment style with 81% of the 
variance associated with athletes perception of support, 78% associated with perceptions of 
depth and 32 % associated with perceptions of conflict respectively. Perceptions of support, 
depth and conflict were not significantly accounted for by athletes’ anxious attachment style. 
Furthermore, perceptions of interpersonal conflict were the only predictor of athletes’ 
positive affect and negative affect. Athlete’s perceptions of conflict within the relationship 
accounted for 17% of the variance in positive affect and 10% in negative affect.  Figure 6.1 
presents the significance and magnitude of the paths. 
 
R2 = .32 
R2 = .78 
-.25 
.32 
.47 
.52 
-.18 
-.61 
R2 = .81 
Athlete 
Avoidant 
Attachment 
Athlete 
Anxious 
Attachment 
Athlete 
Secure 
Attachment 
Social 
Support 
   Depth 
Conflict 
Positive 
Affect  
Negative 
Affect  
-.57 
.-.37 
R2 = .17 
R2 = .10 
Figure 6.1. SEM Model. The effects of athlete’s attachment styles on the relationship quality dimensions 
of social support, depth and conflict and in turn its effects on positive and negative affect. Faded lines 
represent insignificant paths. 
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6.5. Discussion 
The main purpose of the present study was to examine whether the quality of the 
coach-athlete relationship as this defined by the relational properties of social support, 
relationship depth, and interpersonal conflict mediate the link between athletes’ attachment 
styles and indexes of well-being. Moreover, the recently validated scale of coach-athlete 
attachment scale (CAAS; Davis & Jowett 2011b) was subjected to psychometric analysis to 
cross-examine its factorial validity and reliability properties with a sample of athletes. CFA 
analysis indicated that the 19-item, three-dimensional structure of the CAAS was factorially 
valid and internally reliable. This additional evidence supports the psychometric properties of 
the CAAS and highlights its potential utility in research that involves the athlete.  
The analysis from SEM indicated that while anxious attachment style did not predict 
any relationship quality variable, both avoidant and security attachment styles predicted 
social support, relationship depth, and interpersonal conflict. In contrast to the links found 
between anxious attachment styles and relationship quality as well as well-being indicators in 
the broader psychological literature (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), the lack of association 
between anxious attachment style and relationship quality indicators in sport psychological 
literature is consistent with the sport psychological literature (see Felton & Jowett, 2011; 
Davis & Jowett, 2011a) yet it remains puzzling. Felton and Jowett (2011) found that athletes 
with anxious attachment styles did not satisfy basic psychological needs within the coach-
athlete relationship but they did within the parent-child/athlete relationship. They argued that 
one relationship may compensate for the other and thus anxious athletes because they don’t 
satisfy their needs in one relationship they satisfy them in another. It was argued that coaches 
may not have the time and continuous effort and energy demanded by anxious attached 
athletes to show their positive intentions, supportiveness, closeness, and commitment (Felton 
& Jowett, 2011). Our findings may highlight that athletes with an anxious attachment style 
may be Self-aware of the demands imposed on their coaches and thus may not allow their 
attachment style (neediness and clinginess) to get in the way of the quality of the coach-
athlete relationship.   
Athletes with an avoidant attachment style are more likely to experience lower levels 
of support from the coach and to perceive the coach-athlete relationship as less important.  
Individuals with avoidant attachment styles have been found to be generally dissatisfied with 
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the quality of their relationships as this is reflected in the degree of interdependence and 
commitment (Rholes, Simpson, Cambell & Grich, 2001; Simpson, 1990; Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007). Avoidant athletes who have a discomfort with emotional closeness and have a 
preference for independence and self-reliance are also less likely to experience conflict with 
the coach.  It is unclear whether this finding highlights the lower chances of conflict due to 
these athletes’ being disconnected from their coaches (relationships that are more 
interdependent are more likely to experience conflict; Braiker & Kelley, 1979) or a tendency 
to downplay the significance of conflict when it arises (Pistole & Arricale, 2003). Both 
explanations are plausible explanation and the latter more is corroborated by a finding of this 
study. Conflict although may signal instability in the relationship, avoidant athletes are not 
especially concerned as for them there is very little at stake (resolving conflict and rescuing 
the relationship is not a priority to them as they don’t value the relationship anyway). Taken 
together the findings related to insecure attachment styles within the context of sport suggest 
that attachment anxiety may not be as a potent factor as attachment avoidant in recognising 
the role and significance of the coach-athlete relationship. An interdependent coach-athlete 
relationship is a key feature of coaching (Cote, 2002; Jowett, 2005, Lyle, 2002), however, 
developing a relationship may be easier for the anxious attached and not for the avoidant 
attached athletes. Athletes with an avoidant attachment style value independence and self-
reliance, and thus they may find it especially difficult to interact in a manner that requires 
them to depend and rely on their coaches for support, guidance, instruction, and advice. More 
investigation to substantiate this conjecture is warranted.  
The findings from SEM analysis further highlighted that secure athletes, athletes who 
are comfortable with emotional closeness and interdependence, perceive that coaches are 
available to provide support, value the importance of the coach-athlete relationship, and 
experience less interpersonal conflict. This is consistent with attachment theory-based 
predictions that postulate that people with a secure attachment style are more likely to 
perceive positively the availability of support because they have had a history of reassuring 
and supportive interactions which assist in the development of positive working models of 
self (value themselves) and other (value others) (Mallinckrodt & Wei, 2005; Meyers & 
Landsberger, 2002). This finding is consistent with recent research that has shown that 
security attachment (or low levels of insecure attachment) associate with positive indexes of 
relationship quality such as affective closeness (trust, respect) and commitment (Davis & 
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Jowett, 2011a) as well as relationship satisfaction (Davis & Jowett, 2010). Moreover, the 
findings of this study highlighted that athletes with a secure attachment style are less likely to 
experience conflict. One reason for this may be that these athletes within their supportive and 
valued interpersonal environments, have developed the capacity to use constructive 
resolution skills or relationship enhancement strategies that help them resolve conflictual 
issues while developing and maintaining effective and successful relationships (cf. Pistole & 
Arricale, 2003; Feeney, Noller, & Callan, 1994).  
Moreover, the findings suggest that interpersonal conflict is the only mechanism that 
transfers the effects of athletes’ attachment styles of security and avoidant on well-being. It 
would appear that low levels of interpersonal conflict are likely to lead to positive affect 
while high levels of interpersonal conflict are likely to lead to negative affect. Fredrickson 
(2001) “broaden” and “build” cycle of positive emotion can help us explain the positive links 
found between secure attached athletes and positive affect.  Subsequently, a coach who is a 
sensitive provider of support and reassurance allows the athletes to “broaden” their 
viewpoints by making them part of their own sporting endeavours, and in turn to “build” 
quality coach-athlete relationships that are capable to generate positive emotions including 
interest, excitement, happiness, and zeal.  
From a practical perspective, it is important to identify, resolve, and monitor 
interpersonal conflict within the coach-athlete dyad as it can potentially lead to uninterested, 
unhappy, and lazy athletes. In contrast athletes who are happy and thus psychologically 
sound may have much better chances to operate effectively within a highly pressurised, 
performance-oriented environment (McCarthy, 2011).  Research has highlighted the 
devastating effects of interpersonal conflict (e.g., lack of communication, trust, common 
goals, unclear roles) on athletes’ performance (Gould, Guinan, Greenleaf, Medbery, & 
Peterson, 1999; Greenleaf, Gould, & Diefenbach, 2001; Jowett, 2003). Thus, research that 
aims to uncover the nature as well as antecedents and consequences of interpersonal conflict 
within the coach-athlete relationship and other such dyadic relationships (parental, romantic, 
friendship relations) developed and maintained within sport or during athletes’ athletic career 
is much needed.  
While this research supplies knowledge and understanding, several limitations are 
discussed. First, the CASS was cross-validated with a sample of adult athletes, limiting its 
utility. The CASS should also be validated with a sample of adolescence because attachment 
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functions tend to transfer from parents to other significant figures at the end of childhood, 
entering into adolescence (Weiss, 1991). Moreover, the present study only provided 
additional validity evidence for the athlete version of the CASS. Future research should 
establish additional psychometric support for the coach version of the CASS that was 
originally developed alongside the athlete version (Davis & Jowett, 2011b), as it will promote 
coach-athlete dyadic research. Second, the present study is based on a cross-sectional design 
limiting inferences related to the directionality of causality of the effects between athletes 
attachment styles and relationship quality (i.e., support, depth, and conflict), as well as 
relationship quality and well-being (i.e., positive and negative affect). In future, it would be 
important to conduct experimental and longitudinal designs to examine the directionality of 
these effects. Furthermore, longitudinal research may be useful in helping to determine the 
role of coaches’/athletes’ attachment styles in predicting the changes in athletes’/coaches’ 
perception of relationship quality and wellbeing over time and through transitional periods 
(e.g., burnout, injury, competition versus preparation).   
To sum up, the present findings highlight that the relationship quality is affected by 
athletes’ attachment styles and that affects athletes’ well-being. Interpersonal conflict 
emerged as a process that transfers the effects of athletes’ attachment styles onto athletes’ 
feelings of happiness or unhappiness. The occurrence and impact of interpersonal conflict has 
been highlighted in the literature and although conflict may be inevitable in coach-athlete 
dyads like in any type of two-person relationship, this study emphasizes that a better 
understanding of its content and nature as well as causes and consequences is more important 
than ever to explore in future research.  If continuous research shows that interpersonal 
conflict is a mediator between athletes’ individual difference characteristics (e.g., personality 
factors, attachment styles) and important outcomes such as performance and well-being, then 
a better understanding of this phenomenon could help us intervene by alleviating or indeed 
eliminating it within the coach-athlete dyad. 
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Chapter 7 
General Discussion 
 
7.0 Introduction  
This chapter provides a summary and discussion of the findings that arise from the 
four studies conducted within the thesis. To facilitate the organisation of the chapter, six main 
sections are presented. The first section provides a summary of the four studies and reports 
the main findings. The second section outlines the central implications for theory and 
research. The third section discusses the limitations of the research presented within this 
thesis. Section four proposes a number of suggestions for future research. Section five offers 
a number of applied implications and recommendations to practitioners, coaches and athletes 
who are aiming to enhance the quality of the coach-athlete relationship, athletes’ personal 
growth and development, well-being as well as performance success.  Finally, concluding 
remarks are presented in section six.  
 
7.1 Summary of studies  
The aim of this thesis was to examine the application of attachment theory within the 
context of the coach-athlete relationship. Through four separate studies, this thesis sought to 
explore athletes’ and coaches’ individual difference characteristics, namely attachment styles, 
in influencing the quality of the coach-athlete relationship and athletes’ subjective wellbeing. 
A summary of those four studies are presented in table 7.1 and outlined below. 
Study one: Investigating the interpersonal dynamics between coaches and athletes 
based on fundamental principles of attachment. Study one (see chapter three) incorporated 
three main aims. Firstly, in acknowledging that an attachment relationship only occurs when 
a potential attachment figure fulfils the functions of being a secure base, safe haven and a 
target for proximity seeking (Ainsworth, 1989; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Weiss, 1991), it was 
aimed to examine the prevalence of these functions within the context of the coach-athlete 
relationship. The second aim was to examine the associations of athletes’ attachment styles 
and both relationship satisfaction and sport satisfaction (i.e., training and instruction, 
individual performance and personal treatment). The third aim of the study was to examine 
whether relationship satisfaction can explain the association between athletes’ attachment 
styles and perceived sport satisfaction variables. Three hundred nine student athletes who 
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participated in both individual and team sports were recruited for participation in this study.  
In the absence of a sport-specific instrument to examine athletes’ attachment styles, the most 
popular self report measure among attachment researchers, the Experiences in Close 
Relationships Scale (ECR; Brennan et al., 1998) was employed by modifying it slightly to 
represent athletes’ attachment styles towards their coach (i.e., the target attachment figure 
was “coach” instead of “close partner”). Relationship satisfaction and sport satisfaction 
variables were measured with instruments that had been previously used and/or validated 
within the context of sport.   
The key findings in the study highlighted that within the context of sport, athletes 
viewed their coach as an attachment figure who fulfils the three necessary functions of being 
a secure base, safe haven and a target for proximity seeking. Further athletes’ avoidant and 
anxious attachment styles were negatively correlated with relationship satisfaction and sport 
satisfaction. Further, the relationship between athletes’ avoidant and anxious attachment 
styles and the sport satisfaction variables outlined were significantly mediated (fully or 
partially) by relationship satisfaction. These findings both extend and support the theory of 
attachment within the context of sport and the coach-athlete relationship more specifically. 
The findings extend theory and research by outlining the “sports coach” as a potential 
attachment figure within the sporting arena and highlight the potential utility of studying 
attachment theory within the context of sport. Moreover, the results were congruent with 
previous attachment research and theory that provides evidence to signify how attachment 
styles have the capacity to shape ones’ relational experiences and subjective wellbeing 
(Collins & Read, 1990; Deniz & Isik, 2010; Simpson, 1990; Wright & Perrone, 2010). 
However, the author concludes this chapter by highlighting the need for future research to 
pay particular attention to the factorial structure of the ECR scale as the results of the CFA 
did not provide satisfactory findings. This said, study one paves the way for more 
sophisticated sport-specific research that aims to understand the quality and processes of the 
coach-athlete relationship using attachment theory as its guiding framework.  
Study two: An attachment theory perspective in the examination of relational 
processes associated with coach-athlete dyads. Study two (see chapter four) builds on study 
one by employing a dyadic research design and investigating further potential correlates of 
attachment styles and especially exploring (a) the effects of both coaches’ and athletes’ 
attachment styles on the quality of the coach-athlete relationship; and (b) athletes’ and 
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coaches’ quality of the coach-athlete relationship on perceptions of relationship satisfaction. 
This study employed the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM; Kenny, Kashy, & 
Cook, 2006) to methodologically guide this research and Jowett and Poczwardowski’s (2007) 
three layer integrated research model to guide the hypotheses that were formulated. It was 
hypothesised that individual difference characteristics such as attachment styles will affect 
the quality of the coach-athlete relationship. It was further hypothesised that the quality of the 
coach-athlete relationship will affect relationship satisfaction. Two hundred fourteen coaches 
and athletes, forming 107 independent coach-athlete dyads, representing individual and team 
sports participated in this study. Each dyad was asked to complete a multi-section 
questionnaire independently from one another. The questionnaire contained questions 
pertaining to coaches’ and athletes’ attachment styles, their perceptions of the quality of their 
relationship with their athlete/coach and their perceptions of relationship satisfaction. Similar 
to study one, the ECR was slightly adapted and employed to measure athletes’ and coaches’ 
attachment styles and validated sport specific scales were employed to measure the quality of 
the coach-athlete relationship and relationship satisfaction.  
As there were no significant correlations between athletes’ and coaches’ anxious 
attachment style and relationship quality and satisfaction; further APIM models were not 
conducted. Both actor and partner effects were identified for the purported linear associations 
between athletes’ and coaches’ avoidant attachment style, relationship quality and 
relationship satisfaction. The results revealed that for actor effects athletes’ and coaches’ 
avoidant attachment styles were negatively but significantly associated with their own direct 
and meta-perceptions of relationship quality, which associated positively with their own 
perceptions of relationship satisfaction. Further, for partner effects, there were significant yet 
negative associations between athletes’ avoidant attachment styles and coaches’ direct 
perceptions of relationship quality and coaches’ direct perceptions of relationship quality on 
their athletes’ perceptions of relationship satisfaction. There were no significant partner 
effects for coaches’ avoidant attachment style on athletes’ perceptions of relationship quality. 
Overall, the findings of this study partially supported the study’s hypothesis. Similar to study 
one Confirmatory Factor Analysis did not support the psychometric properties of the ECR 
within the context of sport. 
The findings of this study further extend the application of attachment theory to the 
study of coach-athlete relationships by highlighting from a dyadic perspective, how athletes’ 
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perceptions of attachment styles (specifically avoidant style) can influence coach’s 
perceptions of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship. However, given that the factorial 
structure of the ECR did not provide satisfactory results, the author concludes this chapter by 
highlighting the need for a sport specific self-report measure of attachment styles to ensure 
future research captures in a valid and reliable manner athletes’ and coaches’ attachment 
styles within the context of the coach-athlete dyad.  
Study three: Measuring attachment styles within the coach-athlete relationship 
context: development and validation of the coach-athlete attachment scale (CAAS). Study 
three (see chapter five) builds upon study one and two by developing and validating a 
contextual sport specific self-report measure of athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles, 
namely the Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS). The development and validation of this 
scale comprised of three phases to assess the scale’s content or face validity as well as the 
scale’s construct and criterion validity. Phase 1 concentrated on generating a pool of items to 
measure a secure, anxious and avoidant attachment style, based upon pre-existing self-report 
attachment instruments from varying domains. In phase 2, the content validity of the 
identified items was assessed using expert panels (i.e., a total of six panels and 46 experts) to 
identify suitable items for the context of the coach-athlete relationship. A final scale was then 
administered to a sample of 405 coaches and 298 athletes. In Phase 3, Confirmatory factor 
analysis and structural equation modelling was conducted to determine the scales construct 
and criterion validity in phase three. The findings of the study supported the psychometric 
properties of validity and reliability for a 14 item two- first order factor model (e.g., anxiety 
and avoidance) and a 19 item three- first order factor model for an athlete version and a coach 
version. The CAAS is in line with scales that assess adult attachment styles in other relational 
domains such as the ECR (Brennan et al., 1998) but is more specific to the relational context 
in which attachment styles occur and unfold. The author concludes that whilst the CAAS 
permits researchers to assess attachment styles in the coach-athlete relational context, future 
research should continue to assess the scale’s psychometric properties. 
Study four: Understanding the role of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship in 
the link between athletes’ attachment styles and well-being. Study four builds on the previous 
three studies by examining whether aspects of relationship quality can explain the links 
between athletes’ attachment styles and subjective well-being, while further validating the 
psychometric properties of the newly developed, athlete version of the CASS. Specifically, 
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we investigated: (a) the extent to which athletes’ avoidant, anxious and secure attachment 
styles would influence athletes’ perceptions of relationship quality (i.e., perceptions of 
relational support, depth and conflict); and (b) the extent to which athletes’ perceptions of 
relationship quality would influence their feelings of negative and positive affect. As the aim 
of this thesis was to gain a broader representation of the effects of attachment styles on 
perceptions of relationship quality, perceived social support, relational depth and conflict was 
used as representations of relationship quality. One hundred ninety two athletes participated 
in this study and represented a variety of individual and team sports. Participants were asked 
to complete a multi-section questionnaire that contained questions pertaining to their 
attachment style towards their coach, their perceptions of social support, relational depth and 
conflict as well as their feelings of positive and negative affect.  
 The findings of this study provided additional psychometric support for the validity 
and reliability of the items comprising CAAS. Further, the results also provided partial 
evidence that athletes’ attachment styles are significantly related to their perceptions of 
relationship quality. Both athletes’ avoidant and secure attachment styles were significant 
predictors of the quality of the coach-athlete relationship. However, there were no significant 
findings for the effects of athletes’ anxious attachment styles on their perceptions of 
relationship quality. Moreover, only conflict explained the association between attachment 
styles (avoidant and secure) and wellbeing whereby conflict significantly predicted athletes’ 
positive and negative affect. The author concludes this chapter by expressing optimism 
surrounding the use of the CAAS in future sport research. 
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Study  
 
Sample Measures Purposes Results Conclusions 
Study  1 
Chapter 
3 
 
• 309 
British 
student 
athletes  
• Experiences in Close 
Relationships Scale (ECR; 
Brennan et al., 1998). 
• Components of Attachment 
Questionnaire (CAQ; 
Parish, 2000). 
• Athlete Satisfaction 
Questionnaire (ASQ; 
Riemer & Chelladurai, 
1998). 
• The investment Model 
Scale (IMS; Rusbult et al., 
1998). 
 
• To explore the 
pervasiveness of three 
main functions of 
attachment (target for 
proximity, a secure base 
and safe haven) within the 
coach-athlete relationship. 
• To examine the 
associations of athletes’ 
attachment styles with 
relationship satisfaction 
and satisfaction with 
sport. 
• To examine the processes 
by which athletes’ 
attachment styles and 
satisfaction with sport are 
related. 
• Athletes’ mean scores from the 
CAQ indicted that the coach 
was viewed as an attachment 
figure and able to fulfil all three 
attachment functions.  
• Bivariate correlations revealed 
that athletes’ avoidant and 
anxious attachment styles were 
negatively but significantly 
correlated with relationship 
satisfaction and sport 
satisfaction. 
• Mediational regression analysis 
revealed that athletes’ 
relationship satisfaction 
mediates the relationship 
between athletes’ attachment 
styles and sport satisfaction 
• This study provides 
support for the coach 
as a context specific 
attachment figure. 
• Provides preliminary 
support for the 
theoretical and 
practical roles of 
attachment styles 
within the context of 
the coach-athlete 
relationship. 
•  Further examination 
of attachment styles 
and its accompanied 
instrument is 
warranted before the 
true significance of 
Table 7.1 Summary of the four empirical studies presented within the thesis 
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including sport performance, 
training and instruction and 
personal treatment.  
•  CFA did not support the 
satisfactory psychometric 
properties of the ECR. 
this area can be fully 
understood. 
• This study points to 
new possibilities for 
research within the 
domain of sport and 
exercise psychology. 
 
 
Study 2 
Chapter 
4 
 
• 107 
British 
coach-
athlete 
dyads 
• Experiences in Close 
Relationships Scale (ECR; 
Brennan et al., 1998). 
• Coach-Athlete Relationship 
Questionnaire (CART-Q; 
Jowett & Ntoumanis, 
2004). 
• The investment Model 
Scale (IMS; Rusbult et al., 
1998). 
To examine actor and partner 
effects of: 
• Athletes’ and coaches’ 
attachment styles 
(avoidant and anxious) on 
the quality of the coach-
athlete relationship. 
• Athletes’ and coaches’ 
quality of the coach-
athlete relationship on 
perceptions of 
Structural Equation Modelling 
(SEM) analysis revealed: 
• Actor effects for coaches' and 
athletes’ avoidant attachment 
styles on their own perception 
of relationship quality. 
• Actor effects for athletes’ and 
coaches’ perception of 
relationship quality on their 
own perception of relationship 
satisfaction. 
• The findings contribute 
to understanding  the 
formation and 
maintenance of quality 
relational bonds 
• From a theoretical 
perspective , these 
results contribute and 
extend   broader 
attachment theory 
work 
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relationship satisfaction. • Partner effects for athletes’ 
avoidant attachment style on 
coaches’ perception of 
relationship quality.  
• Partner effects for coaches’ 
perception of relationship 
quality on athletes’ perceptions 
of relationship satisfaction. 
• No significant actor or partner 
effects were found for athletes’ 
or coaches’ anxious attachment 
style. 
• Similarly to study 1, CFA did 
not support the factorial validity 
of the ECR 
• Further research 
should consider 
developing a sport 
specific self report 
measure of athletes 
and coaches 
attachment styles 
within the context of 
the coach-athlete dyad. 
Study 3 
Chapter 
5 
• Phase 1: 
48 
experts. 
• Phase 2:  
• Coach-Athlete Attachment 
Scale (CAAS). 
• The investment Model 
Scale (IMS; Rusbult et al., 
• To develop and validate a 
sport- specific self report 
instrument that aims to 
assess athletes’ and 
• Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) revealed acceptable 
goodness of fit indexes for a 19 
item 3-first order factor model 
• This study has 
provided evidence for 
the psychometric 
properties of a two and 
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405 
British 
coaches 
and 298 
athletes 
1998). 
 
coaches’ attachment 
styles 
• To develop the CAAS 
through three main 
phases 
 
 Phase 1: Item 
generation 
 Phase 2: Content 
and face validity 
 Phase 3: Content 
and criterion 
validity  
comprising of avoidance, 
anxiety and security 
• CFA revealed acceptable 
goodness of fit indexes for a 14 
item, 2 first order factor model 
comprising of avoidance and 
anxiety  
• CFA supports the construct, 
convergent and discriminate 
validity of the CAAS 
• Structural Equation Modelling 
(SEM) analysis revealed that a 
secure attachment style 
positively predicts relationship 
satisfaction, whilst avoidance 
and anxiety was a negative 
predictor of relationship 
satisfaction. This supports the 
criterion validity of the CAAS 
three dimensional 
CAAS 
• Psychometric 
validation is a 
continuous process and 
further research is 
required to further 
validate all versions of 
the CAAS 
• Future research should 
consider assessing the 
criterion validity with 
other important sport 
outcomes 
• The CAAS has the 
potential to be at the 
forefront of research 
investigating 
attachment styles as an 
individual difference 
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characteristic in the 
coaching and sport 
context 
Study 4 
Chapter 
6 
• 192 
British 
athletes 
• Coach-Athlete Attachment 
Scale (Davis & Jowett, 
2011) 
• Positive and Negative 
Affect Schedule (PANAS; 
Watson et al.,1998) 
• The Quality of 
Relationships Inventory 
(QRI; Pierce et al.,1997) 
• To examine the role of 
athletes’ attachment styles 
in predicting athletes’ 
perceptions of 
relationship quality 
(support, conflict, depth)  
• To examine athletes’ 
perceptions of 
relationship quality on 
athletes subjective 
wellbeing including 
positive and negative 
affect  
• To further validate the 
psychometric properties 
of the CAAS 
 
• CFA revealed acceptable 
goodness of fit indexes for  the 
19 item, 3 first order factor 
model comprising of avoidance, 
anxiety and security 
• SEM analysis revealed that 
athletes’ attachment styles were 
significantly related to all  
relationship quality and well 
being 
• Avoidance negatively predicted 
social support and depth and 
conflict 
• Security positively predicted 
social support and depth and 
negatively predicted conflict 
• The findings further 
support the 
psychometric 
properties of the 
CAAS 
• The findings contribute 
to our understanding of 
how personality 
characteristics shape 
our relational 
experiences and our 
subjective well being 
as a consequence  
• We are optimistic that 
the CAAS has the 
potential to offer 
insight into unexplored 
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• Conflict positively predicted 
negative affect and negatively 
predicted positive affect 
• There were no significant 
findings for athletes’ anxious 
attachment  
 
research areas  
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7.2 Implications for Theory and Research  
The purpose of this section is to outline the main theoretical and research implications 
arising from the four studies conducted within this thesis. A number of theoretical and 
research implications will be discussed in this section in relation to: the coach as a potential 
attachment figure; the role of coaches’ and athletes’ attachment styles in predicting 
relationship quality and wellbeing; and the development of the CAAS.  These implications 
will be discussed in relation to the theory provided within the literature review and to the 
significant and distinctive contribution that the current research makes to the domain of sport 
and exercise psychology as well as to the broader attachment theory literature.  
7.2.1 The sports coach as a potential attachment figure 
 Attachment theory has emerged as one of the major frameworks for studying 
interpersonal relationships across the lifespan. Over the past two decades, research has 
provided evidence to emphasize other close relationship partners as attachment figures 
including  romantic partners (Collins & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987), therapist-client 
relationships (Parish & Eagle, 2003) leader-follower relationships (Davidovitz et al., 2007) 
friendship relations (Scroufe & Fleeson, 1986; Zimmermann, 2004). The findings from study 
one and study two (see chapter 3 and chapter 4) add to this body of literature by providing 
preliminary evidence to suggest that within the context of sport, the sports coach can be 
potentially viewed as an attachment figure who is able to fulfil the three main attachment 
functions (i.e., a target for proximity, a safe haven and a secure base) outlined in the literature 
(Ainsworth, 1989). That is, coaches were viewed by their athletes as a person who is likely to 
provide  a source of comfort and security during times of need such as injury, uncertainty or 
fear performing a skill, performance slumps, failing to qualify or be selected for a team, 
burnout. A sports coach may be thus viewed as a safe haven. Coaches were also viewed as a 
person who is likely to provide a sound platform from which athletes can explore 
autonomously including completing a training session, or part of it, in the absence of their 
coach or complete, a set of exercises independently or indeed try different ways to execute a 
skill in the confidence that the coach approves and pays a watchful eye. A sports coach may 
be thus viewed as a secure base.  In addition, coaches were also viewed as a person who is 
likely to create a sense of proximity between themselves and their athletes and thus enable 
athletes to seek support and comfort in their coaches should  they encounter difficulties with 
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sport or indeed with any other domain in their life (e.g., school, work, family). A sports coach 
may be thus viewed as a source of proximity.   
 However, it is important to note that these findings should be considered with some 
caution and that future research is warranted in order to truly establish that the coach-athlete 
relationship satisfies the requirements of an attachment bond. This is in light of Kobak’s 
(2009), suggestion that although safe haven, secure base and proximity behaviours comprise 
the criteria of an attachment bond, these behaviours can also represent other forms of 
affectional bonds that emerge over the lifespan of a relationship and that may be formed 
without involvement of the attachment behavioural system. That is, these attachment-like 
affectional bonds are formed through other care-giving systems and through affiliative 
concerns that do not only occur during stressful and or threatening situations.  Further, 
attachment theory strongly advocates that a close relationship partner only becomes an 
attachment figure when he/she provides, or is perceived as providing, a safe haven and secure 
base during times of perceived threat or danger (Ainsworth, 1989; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). Although this thesis attempts to measure the three attachment functions as attachment 
bonds, we cannot be completely certain as to whether or not these functions are truly 
attachment bonds or other forms of affectional bonds. In particular, there is a limit to the 
extent to which questionnaires such as the CAQ (Parish & Eagle, 2003) employed in this 
thesis adequately assesses the safe haven and secure base constructs in adulthood.  
According to Kobak (2009), during infancy attachment processes are readily 
observable towards a primary attachment figure (usually the mother) during intense need. In 
adolescence and adulthood the degree of fear one experiences that would prompt the seeking 
of a safe haven and secure base is less pronounced; additionally the attachment behavioural 
system is activated less frequently and with less intensity, making it difficult to capture the 
extent to which a person is sought in times of need. Although our findings suggest the coach 
satisfies the three basic attachment functions required to fulfil an attachment bond, the 
methodology employed may have limited the extent to which we can be fully confident that 
the coach-athlete relationship satisfies the requirements to be considered an attachment bond. 
Further, our findings may not entirely represent what athletes meant when they reported their 
coach fulfils a safe haven or secure base.  However as Kobak (2009) notes, the use of 
questionnaire measures to adequately  assess the secure base, safe haven and proximity 
functions remains “ a major unresolved question” (p. 448). Multiple methods for assessing 
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safe haven and secure base functions within sporting relationships should be considered and 
at the forefront of future research in order to gain a full appreciation of the nature of 
attachment bonds within the coach-athlete relationship. 
Our findings extend the theory of adult attachment by offering preliminary evidence 
to highlight the potential of the sports coach as another contextual attachment figure, in 
addition to supporting the applicability of attachment theory to the context of sport. Whilst 
these findings are significant, it is important to state that, not all coach-athlete relationships 
will function as an attachment relationship like no all leader-follower or therapist client or 
husband-wife or friendship relations will function as attachment relationship. However, the 
coach-athlete relationship has the potential to function as an attachment relationship and thus 
this opens a whole host of future research avenues.  
7.2.2 Role of athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles in influencing perceptions of 
relationship quality and wellbeing. The four studies presented in this thesis have made 
important theoretical contributions to understanding the role of attachment styles in 
influencing athletes’ relational experiences and well-being. Attachment styles are considered 
individual difference characteristics that originate from early caregiving interactions during 
infancy which influence the formation and maintenance of emotional bonds formed with 
significant others across the lifespan (Bowlby, 1989). The theory of attachment also 
postulates that attachment styles as individual difference characteristics influence relationship 
quality and wellbeing. This postulate has been extensively investigated in the adult 
attachment research literature (Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990; Torquati & Raffaelli, 
2004; Wearden et al. (2005). Within the domain of sport, Jowett and Poczwardowski’s (2007) 
propose that relationship quality has the capacity to explain the links between athletes’ and 
coaches’ individual differences characteristics and such outcome as well-being. For example, 
Jowett and Poczwardowski’s (2007) multi-layered, integrated research model suggests that 
individual differences in personality (layer 1) may have the capacity to affect the quality of 
the coach-athlete relationship (layer 2). Further, the quality of the coach-athlete relationship 
(layer 2) is supposed to affect consequent variables or correlates of the quality of coach-
athlete relationship including wellbeing.  
To date, research investigating individual difference characteristics within the social 
context of sport has been limited (Jackson, Dimmock, Gucciardi & Grove, 2011; Yang & 
Jowett, 2011) and there has been no previous research attempting to investigate the 
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implications of athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles on the quality of the coach-athlete 
relationship and well-being. This thesis contributes to the limited literature by providing 
additional evidence that individual difference characteristics such as athletes’ and coaches’ 
attachment styles have the capacity to influence relational experiences and well-being. 
Specifically, as a whole, this thesis provides evidence to suggest that individual differences in 
athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles have differential effects on the quality of the coach-
athlete relationship and indices of subjective wellbeing. The findings of this thesis therefore, 
has theoretical and research implications for both the social context of sport as well as the 
wider attachment literature, of which are discussed in greater detail below.   
In study one, athletes’ avoidant and anxious attachment styles negative link with 
relationship satisfaction and sport satisfaction supports previous attachment research (Collins 
& Read, 1990; Crowell, Treboux & Waters, 2002; Deniz & Isik, 2010; Feeney, 2002; Kane et 
al. 2007; Myers & Diener, 1995) but within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. 
Specifically, the findings from study one highlight the significance of the role played by 
athletes’ insecure (both anxious and avoidant) attachment styles in negatively influencing 
their own perceptions of relationship satisfaction and well-being (i.e., sport satisfaction) in 
sport. A potential reason for such negative effects may relate to a person’s negative internal 
working models of themselves and others which inhibits their expression of feelings that 
allow relational problems to be discussed and resolved, allowing for feelings of satisfaction 
and self fulfilment. We conclude that similar to other types of relationships (i.e., marital, 
romantic, leader-follower) feeling insecure towards a sports coach (i.e., perceiving a sports 
coach as insensitive, disinterested, rejecting or inconsistent) can interfere with positive 
relational and self development, which is paramount for athletes’ growth and development.   
These findings were partially supported in study two and study four. Study two 
extended the findings of study one, by highlighting the role of the attachment styles of both 
members of the coach-athlete dyad. Whilst significant links were made between coaches’ and 
athletes’ avoidant attachment styles and relationship quality (i.e., 3Cs) and satisfaction, 
athletes’ and coaches’ anxious attachment styles was not found to be an influential factor. 
Study four also found that athletes’ anxious attachment style did not continue to provide 
significant associations with relationship quality (i.e., support, depth or conflict) and well 
being (positive and negative affect). This contradicts previous research findings (Carnelly et 
al., 1994; Stackert & Bursik, 2003; Torquati & Raffaelli, 2004; Van Buren & Cooley, 2002; 
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Wearden, Lamberton, Crook, & Walsh, 2005;) that have consistently found an anxious 
attachment style to be significantly associated with relationship quality or well-being in 
numerous contexts including romantic relationships (Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney, 2002; 
Torquati & Raffaelli, 2004; Van Buren & Cooley, 2002), and organisational leadership 
(Davidovitz et al., 2007; Popper et al., 2003). These findings may suggests that there may be 
certain situations or factors that intensify the activation of attachment anxiety in other 
relational contexts (i.e., such as romantic relationships) that are not salient within the context 
of sport. For example, the unique competitive nature of sport positions the emotion of anxiety 
to be perceived as being potentially facilitative for performance (Lundquist, Kentta & Raglin, 
2010).  Similarly, it maybe suggested that attachment anxiety (i.e., the worry of the 
availability and supportiveness of the sports coach) could be perceived to be facilitative 
within the coach-athlete dyad. That is, the relationship between the coach and athlete 
promotes high levels of interdependence in the pursuit of performance goals; therefore 
needing to be continuously reliant and in close proximity to a coach, is potentially a positive 
attribute and therefore not viewed as being a detrimental element of relationship functioning. 
This may be due to the fact that athletes do not attain their potential independently and 
require their coach for skill development, support and growth.  
Study two emphasizes that only athletes’ attachment styles have the capacity to affect 
their coaches’ perceptions of relationship quality and well-being. Coaches’ attachment styles 
did not significantly predict athletes’ perceptions of relationship quality and well-being. The 
findings presented here are interesting and theoretically important as it tells us that athletes do 
not find the personality of their coach to influence their relational experiences or well-being 
within the context of sport. Within the wider attachment theory literature, research has 
typically found such effects to be reciprocal. Specifically, research has typically found that 
one relationship member’s attachment style has the capacity to influence the other member’s 
relationship quality and vice versa (Feeney, 1994; Kane et al., 2007). Study two contradicts 
these findings. However, the findings of study two significantly contributes and lends support 
to the very limited literature that has focused on personality characteristics within the social 
context of sport. Specifically, it supports a recent study conducted by Yang and Jowett (2011) 
who found that coaches’ personality characteristics such as neuroticism did not affect 
athletes’ perceptions of relationship quality. The findings of study two were discussed in 
relation to the rather potentially distinct roles coaches and athletes are expected to play within 
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their coach-athlete relationship. Thus, on a practical level these findings suggest that athletes 
are potentially willing to forgive or dismiss their coaches’ distant, inconsistent and “cold” 
personality in favour of developing their skill level and performance accomplishments. In 
further consideration of these findings it may also be possible that coach-related situational 
factors including leadership behaviours (e.g., autocratic, democratic behaviours) or coaching 
styles (e.g., autonomy supportive) as well as coaches’ motivation and passion for their sport, 
maybe stronger predictors of athletes’ relationship quality and wellbeing than coaches’ 
personality characteristics such as attachment styles. However, these suggestions warrant 
further investigation.  
Further, it is important to highlight that the findings of the present studies also suggest 
that the attachment bonds of the coach-athlete relationship reflect both differences and 
similarities in the roles and nature of other contextual attachment relationships. For example, 
our findings suggest that the coach-athlete relationship maybe different to the attachment 
bonds formed between romantic partners, but shares greater similarities with the attachment 
bonds formed with parents.  
Our findings propose a notable difference in the reciprocal nature of the relationship 
as our findings highlight that only athletes’ attachment had the capacity to influence the other 
member’s thoughts, feelings and behaviours. Adult romantic attachment is symmetrical 
because each partner uses the other as a source of security but also serves as a provider of 
security (Bretherton & Munholland, 1999); this does not appear to be the case within the 
coach-athlete relationship. Furthermore, adult romantic relationships are also complimented 
by the sexual mating system (Hazan & Ziefman, 1999); a system that one would not expect to 
compliment the coach-athlete relationship. Thus, unlike the reciprocal romantic relational 
context, it is possible that the coach-athlete relationship is viewed in similar ways to parental 
relationships that are hierarchical and one-way (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Weiss, 1982).  
Similar to a parent-child attachment bonds which are predominantly asymmetrical 
(Bretherton & Munholland, 1999) and complimented by the care-giving system, our findings 
suggest that the coach is viewed as the “stronger and wiser” caregiver and the athlete as the 
inexperienced child who views their coach as their source of encouragement in order to grow, 
develop and attain success within their sporting field. An interesting line of research may 
explore variability across relationship dyads (e.g., athlete-coach, child athlete-parent, athlete 
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romantic partner) to confirm our hypothesis that greater similarity exists between coach-
athlete and parent-child attachment bonds rather than romantic relationships.  
Finally, the findings from study two offer a dyadic perspective and as a result 
contribute to the lack of coach-athlete relationship research that has considered both the 
coach and athlete as a unit of analysis. As outlined in the literature review, relationship 
researchers within sport and within social psychology have urged for research to consider the 
“two-way” process (Bersheid, 1999; Jowett, 2005; Kenny, 1994). Study two contributes 
significantly to this literature by providing evidence and understanding of how athletes’ 
characteristics influence their own relational experiences as well as the experiences of their 
coach. Additionally, all four studies presented in this thesis have revealed attachment 
avoidance to have the most significant but negative effect on relationship quality and 
wellbeing. Together our findings highlight that avoidant athletes tend not to have satisfying 
relationships; they report lower overall relationship satisfaction, relationship quality and 
experience more negative affectivity than those who are less avoidant. Given that one of the 
defining characteristics of attachment avoidance is a discomfort with dependence (Brennan et 
al., 1998), it is not surprising that avoidant attached athletes report lower levels of emotional 
closeness, commitment, complementary behaviours, less support from their coach, and less 
conflict. It is possible that similar to avoidant individuals in other contexts, avoidant athletes 
potentially adopt patterns of behaviors, whereby they avoid engaging in behaviors that would 
facilitate a level of commitment and closeness and instead engage in behaviors that 
undermine the development of such relationships. It is more than likely that these avoiding 
behaviors are a reflection of athletes’ internal working models of their coach that inevitably 
prove their coach to be unreliable and undependable. These findings seem to contradict the 
core of sports coaching and the coach-athlete relationship, as successful and effective coach-
athlete relationships that lead to performance success and satisfaction are characterised by 
higher levels of interdependence, mutual feelings of closeness and commitment as well as a 
sense of belonging (Jowett, 2007; Coakley, 2009). Thus, an avoidant attachment style could 
be potentially problematic in sport if the frequency of athletes manifesting an avoidant 
attachment style are similar to the frequency reported in adult romantic relationships (i.e., 
24% reported an avoidant attachment style; Hazan & Shaver, 1987). This maybe potentially 
problematic as research within the wider attachment literature has typically found that 
individuals high in avoidance are less persistent and experience briefer relationships (Hazan 
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& Shaver, 1987). Therefore, avoidant attachment may have potentially negative ramifications 
for continued participation in sport.  
Future research may investigate the mechanisms by which athletes’ avoidant 
attachment styles and perceptions of relationship quality are associated.  For example, it may 
be interesting to examine how certain relationship maintenance strategies might help to 
mitigate negative effects of an avoidant attachment style. The findings which may arise from 
this proposed line of research could help to inform possible intervention strategies with the 
result of improving greater interdependence within the coach-athlete dyad and reducing the 
likelihood of potential discontinuation in sport. Further, it is important to note that there is no 
“quick fix” to changing a person’s insecure attachment style (especially an avoidant 
attachment style) to a more secure attachment style. However, an awareness of the findings 
from the studies presented in this thesis along with future research could help alleviate some 
of the problems associated with an avoidant attachment style in the short term; this in turn 
may facilitate change over time. That said, these conjectures warrant further investigation.  
In reflecting upon the theory of attachment, the current findings from this thesis 
suggest that within the context of sport, athletes would benefit from attaining a sense of 
attachment security (i.e., a secure attachment). This sense of attachment security would imply 
that athletes’ attachment system is functioning well and that their internal representations of 
their coach are generally positive (i.e., they appraise their coach as generally being attentive, 
responsive and available). This would help sustain what Fredrickson (2001) called a “broaden 
and build” cycle of attachment security. A key proposition of this theory is that a cascade of 
events that allow for the appraisal of an attachment figure as available and responsive 
promotes a series of positive emotions which “broaden” a person’s perspectives through play 
and exploration, and in turn “build” an individual’s development of skills, and resources 
which promote well-being and fulfilment (Fredrickson, 2001). Our findings suggest that a 
coach who is appraised as a reliable and supportive figure could potentially allow their 
athletes’ to “broaden” their perspectives by allowing their coach to be part of their sporting 
endeavours, which in turn allow them to “build”  quality coach-athlete relationships, which in 
turn facilitates positive well-being.   
7.2.3 The development and validation of the Coach-Athlete Attachment Scale (CAAS) 
When researchers attempt to make use of a theoretical framework from one discipline to 
another, it is not uncommon that the same methods of assessment and measuring tools are 
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also utilised (Duda, 1998) in an attempt to ensure conceptual consistency and accuracy of 
measurement from one domain to another. Initially, the present thesis employed the most 
common and well used self-report scale from the wider attachment theory literature, namely 
the  ECR to measure coaches’ and athletes’ attachment styles within the context of sport. The 
findings of study one revealed that the ECR was unable to provide adequate factorial validity 
within the context of sport. This indicated to some degree that the ECR may have confounded 
the results of study one by inaccurately measuring athletes attachment styles towards a sports 
coach.  Despite the weak psychometric properties revealed in study one, study two also aimed 
to employ the ECR scale. This is because within the social and personality psychology 
literature, the ECR is the most commonly used instrument to assess a person’s attachment 
style to a significant other (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007) and has sustained excellent 
psychometric properties in hundreds of studies. Further, adequate psychometric properties 
have been displayed when researchers have attempted to assess attachment styles to specific 
relational partners in varying contexts including attachment styles to leaders (Davidovitz et 
al., 2007) groups (Smith et al., 1999) and therapists (Mohr et al., 2005; Romano, Fitzpatrick 
& Janzen, 2008). In consideration of this, study two employed the ECR to ensure that the 
poor psychometric findings were not a result of methodological issues inherent to the first 
study (i.e., the sample of student athletes). Thus, study two aimed to employ the ECR to 
measure athletes’ attachment styles towards the coach, with another sample of nationally 
representative British athletes. Unfortunately, the findings of study two also revealed that the 
ECR was unable to provide adequate factorial validity within the context of sport. Thus, the 
purpose of study three was to develop and initially validate a sport specific measure of 
athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles. 
 In developing the CAAS we thought the best approach would be to consider the 
directions and approaches social psychologists took to examining evaluations of the quality 
of adult romantic relationships. One of the reasons that social and personality psychologists 
have focused on self-report measures of attachment as opposed to interview or other forms of 
qualitative methods is mainly due to the types of research questions that inspire such 
researchers. As outlined in the literature review, social and personality psychologists are 
motivated to seek understanding of social-cognitive relational dynamics, such as how 
attachment styles affect feelings, thoughts and behaviours in adult close relationships in 
comparison to developmental and clinical psychologists who are inspired by intergenerational 
151 
 
 
 
 
 
 
transmissions of attachment patterns. As a result social psychologist prefer to use self report 
measures of attachment, to capture how a person evaluates, appraises and interprets these 
behaviours rather than focusing on coherence of mind in regards to their childhood 
experiences with their mother (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007 for a full review). 
Furthermore, additional training for conducting interview methods such as the AAI is 
required, and further coding of interviews is time consuming and expensive. Therefore, it 
seemed appropriate from a theoretical perspective, as well as practical one, to adopt and 
develop a sport specific self-report method of measuring attachment styles at this stage of 
inquiry.    
Study three is the first study to develop and validate a sport specific measure of 
attachment styles within the context of the coach-athlete relationship. Within the wider 
attachment theory literature there has been a consensus (Brennan et al, 1998) that the three 
attachment styles (i.e., secure, avoidance, anxiety) originally proposed by Ainsworth et al. 
(1978) can be measured via two dimensions of avoidance and anxiety (security = low anxiety 
and low avoidance). Whilst study three aims to conform to the consensus outlined within 
adult attachment theory, the present thesis also makes a significant contribution by providing 
a direct measure/dimension of security. We believe that this enables future researchers to 
understand how attachment security influences patterns of coach-athlete interactions and 
subsequent outcomes. Finally, the development of the CAAS represents a significant step 
forward for coach-athlete relationship research as it allows sport psychology researchers, 
consultants, as well as coaches’ and athletes’ alike, to understand the role of individual 
differences characteristics in shaping relational experiences and wellbeing. Furthermore, the 
development of the CAAS and the subsequent research findings from this thesis provide a 
foundation for which future research can be grounded.  
 
7.3 Limitations of the Research  
 The limitations that are specific to each of the empirical studies presented in this 
thesis have already been discussed within each chapter. Although attempts to minimise the 
limitations of this thesis were made, a number of potential weaknesses are apparent and 
require further discussion as a whole. 
The first limitation worth highlighting in this thesis relates to the construct validity 
issues of the ECR (Brennan et al., 1998) scale that was employed to measure athletes’ and 
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coaches’ attachment styles in both study one and two of this thesis. As we have mentioned 
previously, it is not uncommon for researchers, to “borrow” measurement tools developed 
within a specific research domain (e.g., from social psychology) and apply them to studies in 
another research area (e.g., sport psychology), particularly when attempting to advance a 
novel line of enquiry. Studies one and two of this thesis were the first to apply attachment 
theory to the study of coach-athlete relationships. As there was no established sport specific 
measurement tool available within sport psychology research to measure athletes’ and 
coaches’ attachment styles, these studies employed and slightly adapted the most widely used 
self-report measure of attachment styles (i.e., ECR ) from the domain of social psychology to 
measure athletes’ and coaches’ avoidant and anxious attachment styles within the context of 
sport.  
Although the ECR exhibited satisfactory internal reliability scores in studies one and 
two, CFA analysis could not support the construct validity of the ECR items that measure 
athletes’ and coaches’ avoidant and anxious attachment styles. This is clearly an important 
limitation to highlight as it demonstrates an uncertainty as to whether the ECR is capable of 
measuring the constructs of attachment avoidance and anxiety within the context of sport. 
There is potential that this in itself may have confounded the results of studies one and two.  
As previously outlined in an earlier section of this chapter, continued use of the ECR in study 
two has been discussed in consideration of potential poor methodological issues inherent to 
the first study. Additionally, poor psychometric findings for the ECR scale were both 
disappointing and surprising considering the abundance of support from numerous studies 
that have highlighted adequate validity within varying contexts and towards diverse 
relationship partners. Nevertheless, in consideration of poor psychometric findings in two 
independent samples, the third and fourth studies aimed to focus on developing and 
validating the CAAS to enhance future researchers’ confidence that their results are based on 
a reliable and valid measure.  
This proceeds to the second limitation, relating to the development and validation of 
the CAAS.  The developmental process of the ECR followed Devellis’ (2003) eight stage 
procedure, over three phases. During phase one (i.e., item generation), each item that was 
generated was carefully considered in turn to ensure that (a) it was central to one of the 
clearly defined attachment dimensions and (b) it was suitable for use within the sport 
coaching context. Items that had been previously subjected to CFA analysis as a result of 
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studies one and two and were shown to have poor factor loadings on both occasions were 
excluded. Further, items that had previously caused psychological discomfort to coaches’ and 
athletes’ were also removed from further analysis. Unfortunately, this procedure resulted in 
eliminating items that had incorporated words such as “feelings” and/or “closeness”. This is a 
potential limitation to the development and validation of the CAAS as some aspects of adult 
attachment theory defines a person’s with a secure attachment style as being comfortable 
with a level of closeness and an insecure attachment style as being uncomfortable with 
closeness within a relationship (Brennan et al., 1998). As a result, eliminating such wording 
from both the secure and insecure attachment items, may have to some degree inflated the 
statistical fit of the models presented in study three and four at the expense of theoretical 
depth.  
As a result, this limitation raises an important question as to whether or not the poor 
psychometric properties of the ECR and the need to eliminate important wording of items in 
the development of the CAAS indicates a problem with the scale and/or the application of 
attachment theory to the study of coach-athlete relationships. Although we cannot draw 
concrete conclusions from our findings in reference to this question, it is important to 
consider at first that the miss-interpreted items or items that may have had the potential to 
cause discomfort could have contributed to the overall fit of the ECR. Thus, highlighting to 
some extent discordance between the ECR items and the nature of the coach-athlete 
relationship and making it an unsuitable scale for use within the sport. Secondly, the poor fit 
of the ECR and the insensitivities of the items may also indicate that certain elements of 
attachment theory may not transfer or function to the same extent within the coach-athlete 
relationship as it does within other diverse relationships such as parent-child and romantic 
partner relationships. Future research is warranted to investigate the potential underlying 
mechanisms that maybe influencing such outcomes at present.  
The third limitation of the thesis also relates to the development and validation of the 
CAAS. We initially validated the CAAS with an independent sample of athletes and coaches. 
As sport psychology researchers (e.g., Poczwardowski, et al, 2006) are urging for relationship 
research to consider more dyadic approaches, it may have been more beneficial to have 
collected data with coach-athlete dyads. Although, given the high numbers of coaches and 
athletes required for data analysis, this could prove to be a potentially difficult task. 
Nevertheless, future research may wish to check the psychometric properties of the CAAS 
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with a sample of coach-athlete dyads or indeed with a sample of coaches to further support 
the psychometric properties of the coach version of the CAAS. In addition, study three and 
study four did not take into account the factorial invariance of the CAAS across different 
types of sports (i.e., individual or team sports) and genders (i.e., male versus female). 
Another potential limitation of study four is that only the athlete version of the CAAS was 
employed; thus, only providing additional evidence for the construct and predictive validity 
of this version. Further psychometric support for the coach version of the CAAS was not 
established. This is an important limitation as it leaves the coach version of the CAAS in a 
developmental stage, as further psychometric support for both the construct and predictive 
validity are required before researchers can be completely confident in the validity of the 
measure to assess coaches’ attachment styles within the context of sport.  
The fourth fundamental limitation of this thesis relates to general applicability or use 
of self-report measures of attachment to measure a person’s attachment related experiences. 
All four studies within the thesis employed self-report dimensional scales to assess either 
athletes’ and/or coaches’ attachment styles. Some attachment researchers seem to have 
assumed that self-report measures of attachment are not powerful enough to capture the 
unconscious psychodynamic processes involved in assessing one’s attachment experiences 
(Crowell & Treboux, 1995; Hesse, 1999). The problem with self-report measures is that apart 
from general issues such as participants’ desirability, to illuminate important mental 
processes, they only access individuals’ consciously accessible feelings towards relationships 
and memories of experiences in current relationships. Therefore, they only capture superficial 
conscious mental processes. In essence, self-report measures are heavily criticised for being 
passive, in that they do not pick up on attachment related phenomena that need to be 
activated to be understood. That said, some researchers (Brennan et al, 1998, Ravitz, et al., 
2010) suggest that it is the research question that determines the choice of method for 
gathering data.   
There is clearly a distinction in the literature, as to the type of approaches that are 
favourable amongst different psychologists. For example, psychodynamic and developmental 
psychologists prefer to rely on methods that assess a person’s unconscious awareness as they 
believe that self-report measures are unlikely to relate to the psychodynamic processes of 
interest to Bowlby (1969/ 1982). This would include methods such as attachment interviews 
or narratives of a person’s attachment experiences (Hesse, 1999; Main, Kaplan & Cassidy, 
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1985). On the other hand, social and personality psychologists whose main interest is to 
examine attachment related experiences upon adults’ relationship functioning, favour self-
report methods or priming tasks, despite the limitations that have been outlined above 
(Brennan et al., 1998; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). This is because they believe that self-
report measures of attachment such as the ECR only require a small amount of awareness of 
one’s feelings towards their relationships in order to capture their attachment classification. 
According to Brennan et al., (1998) self-report measures “do not require that people 
understand or probe into their own dynamics and defences. Self-report measures require only 
a modicum of familiarity with one’s own feelings, social behaviour, and beliefs about 
relationships and the feedback one has received from relationship partners. It is possible to 
classify people on these grounds without them understanding their own histories or 
dynamics” (p.68).  
As the four studies presented in thesis were guided by approaches taken by social and 
personality psychologists, there is strength in the methodological (i.e., self report) approach 
that was used. Whilst the limitations of conducting interview methods within sport (i.e., such 
as adopting the AAI or CRI) have been discussed in previous chapters (i.e., the requirement 
for specialised training, time consuming and expensive), we acknowledge that the use of 
interview methods or cognitive and semantic priming tasks to tap into athletes’ and coaches’ 
implicit unconscious mental processes of attachment could assist sport researchers in 
elucidating the underlying mechanisms of attachment related processes that would best 
inform future theory and practice.  
There are further caveats that require discussion. First, all four studies that are 
presented within this thesis are cross-sectional in nature; thus, it is not possible to establish 
causal directions of the relationships presented from our data sets. It is important when 
studying any psychological concept that we investigate how one particular factor brings about 
another. Cross-sectional designs only allow researchers to make inferences at a particular 
time point and does not show how one variable may result in the other variable.  
Consequently, our studies only present associations between athletes’ and coaches’ 
attachment styles and relationship quality and subjective wellbeing. That said, all four studies 
were theoretically driven. However, longitudinal and experimental research would have 
elucidated this potential gap in the thesis, as longitudinal studies account for initial and 
changing patterns.  However, as the initial instrument employed in studies one and two to 
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measure attachment (i.e., the ECR) were psychometrically weak, the logical step forward was 
to develop and validate a sport specific measure that would allow future researchers to 
conduct research, with confidence that their measurement tool was both reliable and valid. 
Longitudinal research would be an interesting avenue for future sport researchers to explore 
as the data would allow us to determine if athletes’ attachment styles to the coach are 
enduring or subject to change over time.   
Another limitation to this thesis relates to the lack of dyadic data presented; only 
study two of the four studies presented is of dyadic nature. Studies one and four consider the 
athlete as their only unit of analysis and study three presents independent samples of coaches 
and athletes.  Relationship researchers outside of sport (Bersheid, 1999; Kenny, 1994) and 
within the domain of sport (Lorimer & Jowett, 2009; Poczwardowski, et al, 2006) have 
advocated for future researchers to shift their focus away from the individual as a unit of 
analysis to taking a dyadic  approach to their research, whereby both the coach and athlete are 
considered as a unit. Study two presented an interesting insight into how athletes’ and 
coaches’ attachment styles have the potential to influence each other’s relational experiences. 
Future researchers interested in examining the implications of attachment styles within the 
coach-athlete relationship should continue to work at the dyadic level as this would better 
inform theory and practice within the context of sport.  
There are a few final issues worth highlighting with regards to all four studies of the 
thesis. Specifically the studies collectively neglect to consider potential moderating variables 
such as gender, sport type (e.g., individual versus team sports), relationship longevity and 
performance level (e.g., club, regional, national, international). Although examining potential 
moderating variables was not a focus within this thesis, all four studies investigated mixed 
genders; thus, it would have been interesting to have established sex differences on both an 
individual and dyadic level when testing the relationships between attachment and 
relationship quality as well as indices of subjective wellbeing. Recent research has explored 
the sex composition of coach-athlete dyads in moderating the link between athletes’ and 
coaches’ perceptions of relationship quality and perceptions of relationship satisfaction 
(Jowett & Nezlek, in press). Furthermore, attachment research has also found sex 
composition to moderate the link between adult romantic attachment styles and perceptions 
of relationship quality (Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, 1990). In addition, relationship 
longevity (including acquaintanceship and poor relationships) has also been found to have a 
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profound influence on the quality of the coach-athlete relationship (Jowett & Clark-Carter 
2006; Jowett & Nezlek, in press). In light of this related research it is possible that these 
potential confounds may play a role in moderating the links between athletes’ and coaches’ 
attachment styles and relationship quality as well as indices of subjective wellbeing within 
the context of sport. Despite these moderating variables not being a focus of the four studies 
presented in this thesis, future research may wish to consider all of the potential moderating 
variables mentioned above. 
 
7.4 Future Research Directions  
 Throughout this thesis, the most pertinent findings from each empirical research study 
have been presented and discussed. These research findings have brought to light intriguing 
theoretical and methodological questions that are worthy of the attention of future research. 
The next section provides a summary of potential areas for future research. 
 An interesting line of inquiry would be to investigate other potential links between 
athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles and alternative desired outcomes that are associated 
with the coach-athlete relationship. Current research surrounding the coach-athlete 
relationship has focused on outcomes such as team cohesion (Jowett & Chaundy, 2004), 
empathic accuracy (Lorimer & Jowett, 2009), athletes’ physical self-concept (Jowett, 2008), 
passion for sport (Lafreniere et al., 2008) and efficacy beliefs (Jackson et al., 2010) amongst 
others. Additionally, within other diverse relationships such as marital/romantic relationships, 
there have been links found between adult romantic attachment styles and perceptions of 
social support (Anders & Tucker, 2000; Sarason, Pierce & Sarason, 1990), conflict 
management (Concoran, Program & Mallinckrodt, 2000) and emotion regulation (see 
Mikulincer & Shaver for full review) amongst others. Therefore, it would be interesting to 
explore such outcomes as a function of athletes’ and/or coaches’ attachment styles. Such 
research would extend the application of attachment theory within the area of sport and 
exercise psychology by elucidating how individual difference characteristics such as 
attachment styles have the capacity to influence additional important factors that may impact 
upon the coach-athlete relationship, as well as athletes’ personal growth, development, well-
being and performance.  
 Actual sport “performance” is another desirable outcome variable to examine, albeit 
there are difficulties in measuring it directly. Future research examining the implications of 
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athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles on athletes’ competitive sport performance would be 
advantageous. However, it is important to note some of the challenges that future researchers 
may want to consider before entering into a research project that examines attachment styles 
in relation to athletes’ actual sport performance. Firstly, performance can be difficult to 
measure directly, particularly in mixed sport samples (i.e., team and individual sports), such 
as those that were recruited in the studies presented within this thesis. This is because 
between each sport, performance is measured differently. For example in aesthetic sports 
such as figure skating and gymnastics performance is measured subjectively by judges using 
a scoring system; while in running events, time is the established outcome measure. 
Furthermore, competitive sport occurs under conditions which include numerous variables 
beyond the control of the researcher (e.g., weather, opponents’ level of performance). A final 
consideration worth highlighting is that gaining performance measures during competition 
may introduce artificial conditions that may interrupt or manipulate performance due to 
increased awareness of evaluation (e.g., induced anxiety as a result of evaluation which 
activates athletes’ attachment system). In consideration of these challenges, future research 
questions may explore links between attachment styles and other factors that have been 
associated with sports performance. These may include factors that have been directly linked 
to performance including athletes’ emotional state (Hannin, 1980, 2000; Lazarus, 2000; 
Woodman et al, 2009), emotional arousal (Parfitt, Jones and Hardy, 1990), anxiety (Eysenck 
& Calvo; Hardy, 1996; Kleine, 1990), self-efficacy (Moritz, Feltz, Fahrbach, & Mack, 2000),  
and team cohesion (Mullen & Copper, 1994). 
 Looking ahead, research should continue to consider dyadic approaches.  Study two 
attempted to investigate the extent to which athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles have the 
capacity to influence each other’s relational experiences. Future research may wish to expand 
on the findings of study two by investigating the cross correlations between athletes’ and 
coaches’ attachment styles (e.g., anxious vs. secure) and relationship quality. This is because 
adult attachment  research that has focused on examining romantic couples have generally 
found that secure individuals who are involved with an anxious or avoidant partner report 
significantly less satisfaction with their relationship than couples who manifest the same 
attachment style (e.g., secure vs. secure or avoidant vs. avoidant; Feeney, 1996; Frazier et al, 
1996) . Therefore it would be interesting to see if similar patterns occur within the coach-
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athlete dyad. This would possibly inform future interventions that enhance relationship 
quality within the coach-athlete dyad. 
 The exploration surrounding research that focuses on moderating variables such as 
age, gender, sport level, and relationship length would also strengthen and extend the studies 
presented within this thesis. The relationship between adult romantic attachment styles and 
relationship quality seems to be influenced by gender and relationship length (Collins & 
Read, 1990; Feeney, 1994; 1999). Furthermore, the quality of the coach-athlete relationship 
also seems to be moderated by gender and relationship length (Jowett & Clark-Carter 2006; 
Jowett & Nezlek, in press). Thus, future research may seek to examine how the relationship 
between athletes’ attachment styles and relationship quality is moderated by gender and 
relationship longevity.  
Scale development and validation is an ongoing process. Study three and four clearly 
highlight evidence for initial validity and reliability for both the coach and athlete versions of 
the CAAS. Further research is required to provide additional evidence to support the 
psychometric properties of both versions of the CAAS. Future research might want to 
consider validating the CAAS with different populations (e.g., different age groups) and 
against different criterion variables as well as examining the stability of the CAAS over time. 
In addition, research should also assess the factorial invariance of the CAAS in coaches’ and 
athletes’ as well as males and females. Providing further evidence of the validity and 
reliability of the new instrument may help to ascertain the instruments psychometric 
properties as well provide future researchers and applied consultants with confidence that 
their results generated through the utilization of the CAAS are dependable.    
Finally, another potential direction for research would be to extend methodological 
approaches to studying: (a) fundamental functions of a coach-athlete attachment bond; and 
(b) the implications of attachment styles within the coach-athlete relationship. The empirical 
studies presented as part of this thesis, employed a quantitative approach by employing self-
report questionnaires and allowing for cross-sectional data to be observed. Specifically study 
one, employed an adapted version of the Components of Attachment Questionnaire (CAQ; 
Parish, 2000) to assess the extent to which athletes perceived their coach to satisfy the 
fundamental attachment functions of proximity maintenance, safe haven and secure base. 
Whilst the CAQ provided interesting data to highlight a sports coach as a potential 
attachment figure within the context of sport, qualitative research designs such as interviews 
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may allow researchers to gain a greater insight into the idiosyncrasies of these functions. For 
example, further research is warranted to determine how the coach fulfils these functions and 
under what conditions the athlete perceives the coach to execute these functions (e.g., during 
training, burnout, injury or in stressful competition environments).  
The studies presented in this study also aimed to examine possible linear associations 
between athletes’ and coaches’ attachment styles and relationship quality and indices of 
subjective wellbeing. As already discussed in an earlier section of this chapter, cross-
sectional data limits the extent to which it is possible to establish causal directions of 
relationships Future research may seek to consider longitudinal designs using self-report 
questionnaires. Longitudinal research could potentially provide greater understanding of how 
changes in athletes’ perceptions of relationship quality and/ or wellbeing may be associated 
with changes in their attachment styles overtime. Moreover, longitudinal research may also 
elucidate the extent to which a coach’s attachment style may have the capacity to influence 
their athletes’ attachment style over time. As a result, this research may help both consultants 
and researchers to be more confident about the conclusions they are making regarding the 
causal relationships between variables. Furthermore, such research may be useful in 
providing a base for effective interventions and relationship enhancing programmes that 
would enable both coaches’ and athletes’ to develop harmonious coach-athlete relationships 
that lead to performance success.  
Sport researchers may also benefit from considering other methodological approaches 
when considering future research. For example, attachment theorists have recently combined 
self-report measures of attachment with laboratory techniques, that have been borrowed from 
cognitive psychology (e.g., semantic priming and lexical decision tasks) and contemporary 
neuroscience (e.g., EEG, fMRI) as a means of assessing unconscious and defensive aspects of 
attachment system functioning (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2004 
for full reviews). Cognitive techniques such as semantic priming present individuals with 
words that activate their internal working models of their relationship partner while a lexical 
decision task is a procedure that involves measuring how quickly people classify stimuli into 
words or non words. Adult attachment theorists have presented a number of studies, in which 
participants have been subliminally primed with threat related words (e.g., failure, separation, 
and depth) or neutral words (e.g., hat) while performing cognitive tasks to examine the 
readiness of attachment related thoughts on cognitive performance (Mikulicer, Birnbaum, 
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Woddis & Nachmias, 2000; Mikulincer Gillath & Shaver, 2002). Sport psychology research 
may seek to examine the effects of symbolic threats (e.g., sport specific threats) on the 
readiness of athletes’ attachment related thoughts (e.g., in relation to their coach or parent) in 
influencing their cognitive performance in a laboratory based setting using both semantic 
priming and lexical decision tasks. To elaborate, experimental protocols may include having 
athletes’ exposed to a computer based monitor, whereby  sport specific threats through the 
presentation of words such as failure, injury or loss, would appear in an attempt to activate 
attachment related processes towards a coach. Athletes would then be asked to perform a 
cognitive performance task such as a lexical decision task as a measure of cognitive 
performance. Such research would circumvent the limitations of self-report measures of 
attachment by accessing athletes’ unconscious aspects of their attachment system 
functioning, and thus, providing further persuasive evidence and support for examining 
attachment styles within the coach-athlete dyad.  
 
7.5 Practical Implications 
At the heart of scientific knowledge of the coach-athlete relationship lays the practical 
benefits that arise as a result. It is important that theory generated as a result of research is 
linked to practice (Pocwardowski, Sherman, & Henschen, 1998), particularly in a practical 
environment such as sports coaching, whereby scientific knowledge can help contribute to 
optimising harmonious and effective coach-athlete relationships. This section attempts to 
highlight some of those practical implications that arise as a result of the findings presented 
within this thesis. 
To begin with, it is important to highlight that the research presented in this thesis is 
preliminary, in that all four studies are the first to consider attachment styles as a personality 
characteristic that has the potential to influence the coach-athlete relationship.  Furthermore, 
to date there has been very little research, that has examined the impact of athletes’ and 
coaches’ individual difference characteristics on the effectiveness of coaching, the quality of 
the coach-athlete relationship and in gauging athletes’ well being.  Thus, before an in-depth 
outline of the practical implications of attachment styles can be fully addressed, further 
research is warranted.  Such research has been highlighted in an earlier section of this thesis; 
however, in review of this thesis as a whole, and in consideration of related research 
literature, several practical implications are proposed. 
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 Firstly, the findings generated as a result of the studies presented in this thesis may 
help to inform and develop coach education programmes. Coach education programmes, 
sport bodies such as Sport Coach UK (2008) and the Department of Culture, Media and Sport 
(DCMS, 2000) have all acknowledged the coach-athlete relationship as an important issue to 
be considered within coach education. For example, in 2008 Sport Coach UK placed an 
emphasis on issues surrounding the coach-athlete relationship within their UK Coaching 
Framework (Sports Coach UK, 2008). The present research could potentially make 
significant contributions to coach education programmes by facilitating coaches’ and 
athletes’ understanding and awareness of the importance and/or consequences of the role 
played  by coaches’ and athletes’ individual difference  characteristics (e.g., attachment 
styles). For example, the findings from the second study highlight that coaches’ relational 
experiences (i.e., their perceptions of relationship quality and satisfaction) can easily erode as 
a result of working with “cold”, distant, and disinterested athletes (i.e., an avoidant athlete). 
However, coaches should be made aware that although an athlete may appear to be distant 
and disinterested when interacting and relating with their coach, this is not necessarily a sign 
of disinterest in their sport, withdrawal of effort, or a lack of ability; it may simply be a result 
of their unconscious innate personality structure, which they cannot fully comprehend 
themselves. It is not unusual for a coach to withdraw their commitment and efforts when they 
are interacting with a potentially disengaging athlete; this could be potentially problematic as 
coaches are at risk of discarding future talented athletes. Coach education programmes could 
potentially increase awareness of how best to deal and approach athletes with an avoidant 
attachment style to ensure that athletes and coaches maintain a harmonious and effective 
coach-athlete relationship that would optimise performance. 
 Study three and four also provide implications for practice. The development, initial 
validation and cross validation of the CAAS offers a reliable and valid resource for sport 
psychology consultants. The athlete version and the coach version of the CAAS both provide 
an assessment tool that sport psychology consultants could potentially use to assess athletes’ 
and coaches’ attachment styles; this may be of particular interest when sport psychology 
consultants are working with a coach-athlete dyad that is experiencing interpersonal 
difficulties (e.g., interpersonal conflict, a lack of closeness and commitment). The findings of 
the present studies highlight the significance of attachment avoidance in relationship 
functioning as well on indices of athletes’ subjective wellbeing. Sport psychology consultants 
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could utilize the CAAS to assess insecure attachment styles and assist athletes and coaches 
develop more secure attachment strategies by a “broaden and build” cycle of attachment 
security and reconstructing negative internal working models of self and other. Sport 
psychology consultants who identify insecure patterns of relating could potentially work with 
coaches and athletes toward increasing responsiveness and supportiveness to their partner’s 
attachment needs, and improving conflict resolution strategies. Future longitudinal and 
experimental studies such as those outlined in an earlier section of this thesis would best 
inform such interventions.  
 
7.6 Concluding Remarks 
In 2000, Wylleman argued that research surrounding the coach-athlete relationship 
was “unchartered territory” (p. 555). Since the publication of his paper entitled “Interpersonal 
relationships in sport: Uncharted territory in sport psychology research” researchers have 
increased their efforts to develop and introduce conceptual frameworks, models and 
methodologies to charter research within this area (Jowett & Wylleman, 2006). This has lead 
to an increased understanding of the functions, content, quality, correlates and maintenance 
issues associated with the coach-athlete relationship. Whilst the abundance of research 
studies to date, have provided considerable and invaluable information to help coaches and 
athletes build and maintain successful and effective coach-athlete relationships, information 
relating to individual differences in personality characteristics has remained underdeveloped. 
It appears to have been warranted to introduce one of the most influential frameworks from 
the wider relationship literature to help examine the influence of one’s personality 
characteristics, from a relationship perspective, to the study of sport and more importantly to 
the study of coach-athlete relationships.  
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first set of studies that have attempted to 
introduce attachment theory to the context of the coach-athlete relationship. Within this 
context, attachment theory provides a framework for understanding “why and “how” athletes 
and coaches’, think, feel and behave in the manner that they do, during their interactions with 
one another. The findings from this thesis have made the first step in providing theoretical, 
empirical and practical contributions to the knowledge of coach-athlete relationships, from an 
attachment theory perspective and have illustrated how positive relational representations can 
provide athletes and their coaches with a firmer basis for experiencing positive relationships 
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and wellness. Furthermore, the findings significantly highlight how a coach-athlete 
relationship marked by insecurity, fear and disconnection, can provide a base for 
dysfunctional relationships and decreased wellbeing.  
The findings in this thesis, in conjunction with alternative applications of attachment 
theory within sport (Carr, 2009a, 2009b, 2011; Forrest, 2008) that have acknowledged the 
importance of examining individual differences in attachment styles,  have made a 
meaningful contribution to the advancement of knowledge relating to interpersonal 
relationships. Whilst this programme of research forwards a potentially fruitful avenue of 
research, there is no doubt this line of research inquiry will continue to evolve as further 
consideration of attachment theory within sport is refined. The findings from this study have 
raised several questions that may stimulate further academic exploration from interested 
researchers.  
 
 
 .   
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Appendix I (A): Athlete Letter 
 
School of Sport, Exercise and Health Science 
Loughborough University, Leicestershire, UK, LE11 3TU 
 
 
Dear Athlete 
My name is Louise Roberts and I am currently a PhD research student within the School of Sport, 
Exercise and Health Sciences at Loughborough University. Dr Sophia Jowett and I are conducting a 
study examining individual differences within the coach-athlete relationship. Specifically, this study is 
focused on how coaches’ interpersonal styles of relating, communicating and interacting influence such 
outcomes as relationship satisfaction and sport satisfaction 
 
If you are involved in a sport at club level or a higher level of competition, and are currently or have 
recently been involved in a coach-athlete relationship for more than 2 months, we would like to invite 
you to participate in this research. Participation involves completing a questionnaire which should take 
no longer than 15 minutes to complete. Please note that the questionnaires are completely confidential 
and that you are free to withdraw from the study at any time. All we ask is that you complete the 
questionnaire independently from your coach. The findings should have significant and practical value 
to both coaches, athletes and for sport governing bodies alike. Therefore you will be making a valuable 
and much appreciated contribution towards this study.   
 
If you have any concerns regarding this study or would simply like to find out more information, please 
do not hesitate to contact me on 07979523138, or E-mail: L.roberts@lboro.ac.uk.  Alternatively you 
may contact the senior investigator, Dr Sophia Jowett at Loughborough University (01509 226331 or 
S.Jowett@lboro.ac.uk).  
 
We will be happy to supply you with a final report that contains the main findings from this research. If 
you wish to receive the report, please provide your contact details. 
 
With best wishes, 
Louise Roberts 
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Appendix I (B): Athlete Questionnaire 
This questionnaire concerns how athletes generally feel in a relationship with their coach. Please 
complete the following demographic information and read each question that follows carefully. Please 
answer as honestly as you can and remember that any information that you provide will be kept 
confidential. You also have the right to withdraw from this study at any time.   
 
Please complete the information below: 
 
Your details: 
Your Initials _____________ 
1. Age:______Years    
2. Gender:  M    F   
3. Please specify the sport you participate in most regularly: _______________________ 
4. How many years have you been participating in this sport? ______YRS ______ MONTHS 
 5.How many years have you been with your current coach? ______YRS ______MONTHS 
6. On average, how many hours per week do you spend with your coach in training?_____________ 
7.  Please indicate your current  performance level (please circle)     University              Club                   Regional                
National               International                Other (specify) 
  
Your coach’s details: 
5. Gender: M   F                                            Your Coach’s Initials __________ 
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SECTION A 
Please circle the answer, which indicates whether you agree or disagree with regards to how 
you generally feel in your relationship with your coach 
 
 
                                                                               Strongly                 Neither Agree                         Strongly 
                                                                                 Disagree             or Disagree                             Agree 
1. I especially enjoy being with my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I look forward to seeing my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. After we have been apart, I am eager to see my 
coach again 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I turn to my coach for comfort and support 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I feel very safe with my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. When I feel upset about something, I want to 
talk to with my coach about it 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. My coach helps me to explore new skills within 
my sport 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. I feel more able to try new things within my 
sport since I have known my coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Having my coach in my life helps me to train 
harder and be more confident 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                                                              Strongly                        Neutral/                               Agree 
                                                                              Disagree                         Mixed                               Strongly 
10. I prefer not to show my coach how I feel deep 
down 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. I worry about being rejected or abandoned by 
my coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. I am very comfortable being close to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. I worry a lot about my coach-athlete 
relationship 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. When I find my coach getting close to me I pull 
away 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I worry that my coach wont care about me as 
much as I care about him/her  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. I get uncomfortable when my coach wants to be 
very close to me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I worry a fair amount about loosing my coach-
athlete relationship 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to my 
coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I often wish that my coaches feelings for me 
were as strong as my feelings for him/her 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 Strongly 
Disagree 
  Neutral/ 
Mixed 
  Strongly 
Agree 
20. I want to get close to my coach, but I keep 
pulling back 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. I want to be close to my coach and this 
sometimes scares them away 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. I am nervous when my coach gets too close 
to me  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. I worry about not having a coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. I feel comfortable sharing my private 
thoughts and feelings with my coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. My desire to be very close to my coach 
sometimes scares him/her away 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26.  I try to avoid getting close to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. I need a lot of reassurance that my coach 
really cares about me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. I find it relatively easy to get close to my 
coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. Sometimes I feel that I try to force my 
coach to show more feeling and more 
commitment to our relationship than he/she 
otherwise would 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend 
on my coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. I do not often worry about being abandoned 
by my coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. I prefer not to be too close to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. If I cant get my coach to show an interest in 
me, I get upset or angry 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34. I tell my coach just about everything 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. I find that my coach does not want to get as 
close as I would like 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36. I usually discuss my problems and concerns 
with my coach  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37. When I do not have my coach around, I feel 
somewhat anxious and insecure 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38. I feel comfortable depending on my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
39. I get frustrated when my coach is not 
around as much as I would like 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40. I don’t mind asking my coach for comfort, 
advice or help 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. I get frustrated if my coach is not available 
when I need him/her 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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SECTION B 
Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements regarding your current coach-athlete relationship 
 
42. It helps to turn to my coach in times of need 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
43. when my coach disapproves of me, I feel 
really bad about myself 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
44. I turn to my coach for many things, 
including comfort and reassurance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
45. I resent it when my coach spends time away 
from me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                                                          Not at all                       Moderately                            Extremely 
                                                                           Satisfied                        Satisfied                                Satisfied 
The extent to which I was satisfied with……… 
 
6. The degree of which I have reached my 
performance goals during the season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7.  The recognition I receive from my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8.  The level of appreciation my coach shows 
when I do well 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. The improvement in my performance over the 
previous season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. The friendliness of the coach towards me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. The instruction I have received from the 
coach this season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12.  My coach’s loyalty towards me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. The improvement in my skill level thus far 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. The training I receive from the coach this 
season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15.  The extent to which the coach is behind me   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. The coach’s teaching of the tactics and 
techniques of my position  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                                                                                                     
                                                                                            Don’t Agree                                                 Agree 
                                                                                            at all                                                          Completely  
1. I feel satisfied with our coach-athlete relationship 1 2 3 4 5 6 7          8 
2. My coach-athlete relationship is much better than other  
coach-athlete relationships   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7          8 
3. My coach-athlete relationship is close to ideal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7          8 
4. My coach-athlete relationship makes me happy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7          8 
5. My coach athlete relationship fulfils my needs  1 2 3 4 5 6 7          8 
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Appendix I (C): Consent form used for all four studies 
Willingness to Participate 
 
The purpose and details of this study have been explained to me.  I understand that this study 
is designed to further scientific knowledge and that all procedures have been approved by the 
Loughborough University Ethical Advisory Committee. 
 
I have read and understood the information sheet and this consent form. 
 
I have had an opportunity to ask questions about my participation. 
 
I understand that I am under no obligation to take part in the study. 
 
I understand that I have the right to withdraw from this study at any stage for any reason, and 
that I will not be required to explain my reasons for withdrawing. 
 
I understand that all the information I provide will be treated in strict confidence. 
 
I agree to participate in this study. 
 
 
 
                    Your name 
 
 
 
              Your signature 
 
 
 
Signature of investigator 
 
 
 
                               Date 
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Appendix II 
Study two materials 
 
                                                           A: Letter for Athlete 
                                                           B: Letter for Coach 
                                                           C: Parental letter and consent 
                                                           D: Athlete Questionnaire 
                                                           E: Coach questionnaire 
                                                           F: Consent form 
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                                                                                             Louise Roberts 
                                                                                              School of Sport and Exercise Sciences 
                                                                                                                 Loughborough University 
                                                                                                                Leicestershire, LE11 3TU 
Appendix II (A): Letter for athletes 
                                                                                                                                         May, 2008 
                                                                                                                                                                            
Dear Athlete,  
My name is Louise Roberts and I am currently a PhD research student within the School of Sport and 
Exercises Sciences at Loughborough University. My supervisor Dr Sophia Jowett and I are conducting a 
study examining individual differences within the coach-athlete relationship. Specifically, this study is 
focused on how athletes and their coaches’ interpersonal styles of relating, communicating and interacting 
influence such outcomes as satisfaction with performance, interpersonal conflict, personal growth and 
development.  
 
The aim is to recruit a large and representative sample of coaches and athletes who meet the following 
criteria: 
• Athletes and coaches should be over 15 years of age. 
• Athletes and coaches  should ideally have a minimum relationship length of 6 months 
• Athletes and coaches should ideally have at least 8 hours of contact time (i.e., training/coaching) 
per week.  
If you meet the above criteria, we would like to invite you to participate in this investigation.  There is only 
one requirement and this is that you and your coach complete a questionnaire independently from one 
another.  The questionnaire should not take more than 30 minutes to complete. The questionnaires are 
anonymous. Please note that you and/or your coach are free to withdraw from the study at any time. The 
findings should have significant and practical value to both coaches and athletes. Therefore every 
participant will be making a valuable and much appreciated contribution towards this study.   
 
If you are happy to take part in this study, please complete the athlete questionnaire that accompanies this 
letter and return it via the stamped addressed envelope provided or e-mail it to l.roberts@lboro.ac.uk.  If 
you are under the age of 18, could you please return the completed questionnaire along with the parental 
consent form. Also please hand the coach questionnaire to your principal coach; please ask them to return 
it via the stamped addressed envelope provided or e-mail it to l.roberts@lboro.ac.uk. It is important that we 
receive both your questionnaire and that of your coach complete before the end of June 2008.  If  you have 
any concerns regarding this study, please do not hesitate to contact me on 01509 228450, or alternatively 
you may contact the senior investigator, Dr  Sophia Jowett at Loughborough University (01509 226331 or 
S.Jowett@lboro.ac.uk).  
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                                                                                                                                                   Louise Roberts                                                                                                                         
                                                                                                              School of Sport and Exercise Sciences 
                                                                                                                                  Loughborough University 
                                                                                                                                 Leicestershire, LE11 3TU 
Appendix II (B): Letter for coaches 
                                                                                                                                                     
May, 2008 
Dear Coach,  
My name is Louise Roberts and I am currently a PhD research student within the School of Sport and 
Exercises Sciences at Loughborough University. My supervisor Dr Sophia Jowett and I are conducting a 
study examining individual differences within the coach-athlete relationship. Specifically, this study is 
focused on how coaches and athletes’ interpersonal styles of relating, communicating and interacting 
influence such outcomes as satisfaction with performance, interpersonal conflict, personal growth and 
development.  
 
The aim is to recruit a large and representative sample of coaches and athletes who meet the following 
criteria: 
• Athletes and coaches should be over 15 years of age. 
• Athletes and coaches  should ideally have a minimum relationship length of 6 months 
• Athletes and coaches should ideally have at least 8 hours of contact time (i.e., training/coaching) 
per week.  
If you meet the above criteria, we would like to invite you to participate in this investigation.  There is only 
one requirement and this is that you and one of your athletes complete a questionnaire independently from 
one another. The questionnaire should not take more than 30 minutes to complete. The questionnaires are 
anonymous. Please note that you and/or your athlete are free to withdraw from the study at any time. The 
findings should have significant and practical value to both coaches and athletes. Therefore every 
participant will be making a valuable and much appreciated contribution towards this study.   
 
If you are happy to take part in this study, please complete the coach questionnaire that accompanies this 
letter and return it via the stamped addressed envelope provided or e-mail it to l.roberts@lboro.ac.uk.  Also 
please hand the athlete questionnaire to one of your athletes from your team or squad, please ask them to 
return it via the stamped addressed envelope provided or e-mail it to l.roberts@lboro.ac.uk. It is important 
that we receive both your questionnaire and that of your athletes complete before the end of June 2008. If 
you have any concerns regarding this study, please do not hesitate to contact me on 01509 228450, or 
alternatively you may contact the senior investigator, Dr  Sophia Jowett at Loughborough University 
(01509 226331 or S.Jowett@lboro.ac.uk).  
 
With best wishes, Louise Roberts 
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                                                                                                                                              Louise Roberts 
                                                                                                           School of Sport and Exercise Sciences 
                                                                                                                               Loughborough University 
                                                                                                               Leicestershire, LE11 3TU 
Appendix II (C): Parental consent letter 
                                                                                                                                     May, 2008 
 
 
 
 
Dear Parent/Carer, 
 
My name is Louise Roberts and I am currently a PhD research student within the School of Sport and 
Exercises Sciences at Loughborough University. My supervisor Dr Sophia Jowett and I are conducting a 
study examining individual differences within the coach-athlete relationship. Specifically, this study is 
focused on how athletes and their coaches’ interpersonal styles of relating, communicating and interacting 
influence such outcomes as satisfaction with performance, interpersonal conflict, personal growth and 
development. The findings of this study will have significant and practical value to both coaches and 
athletes. Therefore, each and every participant will be making a valuable and much appreciated 
contribution towards this study.  
 
Our aim is to recruit a large and representative sample of athletes who will be willing to complete a 
questionnaire. The questionnaire usually takes no longer than 30 minutes. However, in line with 
Loughborough University procedures that safeguard good practice, I am required to ask for the parent’s 
permission in cases where the child/athlete is younger than 18 years of age.  Should you agree for your 
child/athlete to participate in my research, they will be asked to complete the questionnaire either in 
training or at a time that is most convenient for yourself and your child/athlete. Please note that all 
information is confidential and no individual will be identifiable by name. You can also contact myself 
(01509 228450) or the senior investigator, Dr Sophia Jowett (01509 226331) if you have any further 
questions or concerns regarding this study. 
 
If you allow your child/athlete to participate in this study, could you please complete the section below and 
return this letter, along with the completed child/athlete questionnaire in the stamped addressed envelope 
that is provided. 
  
With best wishes 
Louise Roberts 
 
 
 
Name of Child/athlete______________________________________________ 
 
Name of Parent/ Carer________________________________________ 
 
Sports Club________________________________________________ 
 
I do/do not give permission for _______________________________ to take part in the research. 
 
Signed _____________________________ (parent/caregiver) 
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Appendix II (D): Athlete Questionnaire 
This questionnaire aims to measure aspects related to how athletes and coaches relate, communicate 
and interact in the course of their sporting partnership. The questionnaire is  divided into three sections. 
Section A is concerned with how you perceive your relationship with your coach and how you think your 
coach perceives his/her relationship with you. Section B is concerned with identifying how you prefer to 
relate and interact or the type of relationship you have established with your coach. Finally, Section C is 
concerned with assessing how satisfied you are with your sport. This questionnaire should be 
responded to considering your principal coach. 
 
 
 
Please read each question carefully and circle the answer that indicates the extent to which  
you agree or disagree. Please answer as honestly as you can and relative to how feel with 
your principal coach 
Please complete the information below: 
 
Your details (some of this information will help us pair your questionnaire up with your coach’s questionnaire) 
Your Initials _____________  
1. Age:______Years    
2. Gender:  M    F   
3. Please specify the sport you participate in (most regularly): _______________________ 
4. How long have you been participating in this sport? ______YRS ______ MONTHS 
 5.How long have you been training with your current coach? ______YRS ______MONTHS 
6. On average, how many hours per week do you spend training with your coach?_____________ 
7. What is your performance level? 
University   Club  County/Regional  National  International          Other  
Your coach’s details: (this information will help us pair your questionnaire up with your coach’s questionnaire) 
8.  Your Coach’s Initials __________                                         Your Coach’s Gender:              M   F                                                               
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SECTION A 
  
                                                                                             Strongly                 Neither Agree                 Strongly           
During training…                                                                 Disagree                  or Disagree                     Agree         
1. I trust my coach  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I like my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I respect my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I appreciate the sacrifices my coach has experienced 
to improve performance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I am close to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I am committed to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I think that my sport career is promising with my 
coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. I am at ease 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. I am ready to do my best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. I am responsive to his/her efforts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. I adopt a friendly stance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                                                                                 Strongly                  Neither Agree             Strongly                
During training…                                                                   Disagree                    or Disagree                 Agree              
  12. My coach trusts me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. My coach likes me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. My coach respects me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. My coach appreciates the sacrifices I have 
experienced    to improve my performance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. My coach is close to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. My coach is committed to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. My coach believes that his/her sport career is      
promising with me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. My coach is at ease 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. My coach is ready to do his/her best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. My coach is responsive to my efforts  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. My coach adopts a friendly stance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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SECTION B 
 
 
                                                                                     Strongly                 Neither  Agree                   Strongly                 
                                                                                     Disagree                   or Disagree                         Agree                 
1. I am very comfortable being close to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. When I find my coach getting close to me I pull 
away 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I get uncomfortable when my coach wants to be 
very close to me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to my 
coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I want to get close to my coach, but I keep 
pulling back 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I want to be close to my coach and this 
sometimes scares them away 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I am nervous when my coach gets too close to 
me  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts 
and feelings with my coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9.  I try to avoid getting close to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. I find it relatively easy to get close to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                                                                            Strongly                       Neither Agree       Strongly           
                                                                                            Disagree                       or disagree               Agree              
11. I especially enjoy being with my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. I look forward to seeing my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. After we have been apart, I am eager to see my 
coach again 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. I turn to my coach for comfort and support 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I feel very safe with my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. When I feel upset about something, I want to 
talk with my coach about it 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. My coach helps me to explore new skills within 
my sport 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. My coach provides me with a sense of security 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I feel more able to try new things within my 
sport since I have known my coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Having my coach in my sporting life helps me 
to train harder and be more confident 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Strongly 
Disagree 
  Neither 
Agree 
or 
Disagree 
    Strongly 
Agree 
21. Sometimes I feel that I try to force my coach 
to show more feeling and more commitment 
to our relationship than they otherwise would 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on 
my coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. I prefer not to be too close to my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. If I can’t get my coach to show an interest in 
me, I get upset or angry 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I tell my coach just about everything 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. I usually discuss my problems and concerns 
with my coach  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. When I do not have my coach around, I feel 
somewhat anxious and insecure 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. I get frustrated when my coach is not around 
as much as I would like 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. I don’t mind asking my coach for comfort, 
advice or help 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. I get frustrated if my coach is not around 
when I need them 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. It helps to turn to my coach in times of need 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. I turn to my coach for many things, including 
comfort and reassurance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. I resent it when my coach spends time away 
from me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Please tick only one from the three descriptions provided below that reflects more 
closely how you are with your athlete. 
 
34. I find it relatively easy to get close to my coach. I am comfortable depending 
on him/her and having my coach depend on me. I don’t often worry about being 
abandoned by my coach.  
 
 
35. I am somewhat uncomfortable being close to my coach. I find it difficult to 
trust him/her completely and difficult to allow myself to depend on them. I am 
nervous when my coach gets too close and often feel that my coach wants more 
contact than I feel  
comfortable having. 
 
 
36.I find that my coach is reluctant to get as close  as I would like. I often worry 
that my coach does not want to stay and coach me. I want to be a unit with my 
coach and this desire sometimes scares him/her away.                
 
202 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION C 
 
                                                                                             Strongly                     Neither  Agree       Strongly              
                                                                                             Disagree                      or Disagree             Agree                               
                                                                                                      
1. I feel satisfied with our coach-athlete relationship               2 3     4    5    6       7           
2. My coach-athlete relationship is much better than              
 other coach-athlete relationships that I know 
2 3     4    5    6       7           
3. My coach-athlete relationship is close to ideal                    2 3     4    5    6       7           
4. My coach-athlete relationship makes me happy                 2 3     4    5    6       7           
5. My coach athlete relationship fulfils my needs                    2 3     4    5   6       7           
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                 Strongly                     Neither  Agree                  Strongly                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
Disagree                      or Disagree                        Agree                     
 
I feel satisfied with… 
 
6. The degree of which I have reached my 
performance goals during the season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7.  The recognition I receive from my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8.  The level of appreciation my coach shows 
when I do well 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. The improvement in my performance over the 
previous season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. The friendliness of the coach towards me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11.  The instruction I have received from the 
coach this season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. My coach’s loyalty towards me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13.  The improvement in my skill level thus far 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. The training I receive from the coach this 
season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15.  The extent to which the coach is behind me   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. The coach’s teaching of the tactics and 
techniques  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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                                                                                                 Not at all                                             Very Much 
 Think…                                                                                               
17. How often do you need to work hard to avoid conflict 
with your coach?                                                                  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. How upset does your athlete sometimes make you 
feel? 
                                                                                       
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. How much would you like your athlete to change?             1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. How angry does your athlete make you feel?                     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. How much do you argue with your athlete?                    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. How often does your athlete make you feel angry?          1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
                                                                                              Strongly                     Neither  Agree          Strongly             
                                                                                             Disagree                      or Disagree                 Agree           
How do you think and feel… 
 
23. I am a very nervous person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. I have difficulty trying to calm down 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I feel rattled, upset, flustered 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. I feel in very low spirits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. I feel downhearted and blue 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. I feel like crying 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. I feel down in the dumps 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. I have nothing to look forward to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. I am able to control my behaviours, thoughts 
and feelings 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. I am a happy person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. I feel calm and peaceful  
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34. I feel cheerful and light-hearted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. I generally enjoy things 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36. I feel relaxed and free of tension 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37. The future is hopeful and promising 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
204 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                             Strongly                     Neither  Agree              Strongly                                                                                                         
Disagree                      or Disagree                      Agree           
When I train and play my sport….. 
 
38. I do not feel ashamed of any of my emotions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
39. I feel I must do what others expect me to do 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40. I believe that people are essentially good and 
can be trusted 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. I feel free to be angry at those I care about 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42. It is always necessary that others approve of 
what I do 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
43.  I don’t accept my own weaknesses 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
44. I can like people without having to approve of 
them 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
45.  I fear failure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
46. I avoid attempts to analyze and simplify 
complex domains 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
47.  It is better to be yourself than to be popular 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
48. I have no mission to feel especially dedicated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
49. I can express my feelings even when they result 
in undesirable consequences 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
50. I do not feel responsible to help anybody 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51. I am bothered by fears of being inadequate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52. I am loved because I give love 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix 11 (E): Coach Questionnaire 
This questionnaire aims to measure aspects related to how coaches and athletes relate, communicate 
and interact in the course of their sporting partnership. The questionnaire is  divided into three sections. 
Section A is concerned with how you perceive your relationship with your athlete and how you think 
your athlete perceives his/her relationship with you. Section B is concerned with identifying how you 
prefer to relate and interact or the type of relationship you have established with your athlete. Finally, 
Section C is concerned with assessing how satisfied you are with your coaching. This questionnaire 
should be responded to considering only one specific athlete your have chosen from your team 
or squad. 
 
 
 
 
Please read each question carefully and circle the answer that indicates the extent to which  
you agree or disagree. Please answer as honestly as you can and relative to the specific 
athlete whose initials you have provided. 
Please complete the information below: 
 
Your details (some of this information will help us pair your questionnaire up with your athlete’s questionnaire) 
Your Initials _____________  
1. Age:______Years    
2. Gender:  M    F   
3. Please specify the sport you coach (most regularly): _______________________ 
4. How long have you been coaching this sport? ______YRS ______ MONTHS 
 5.How long have you been coaching your chosen athlete? ______YRS ______MONTHS 
6. On average, how many hours per week do you spend coaching your athlete?_____________ 
7. What is your athlete’s performance level? 
University   Club  County/Regional  National  International          Other  
Your athlete’s details: (this information will help us pair your questionnaire up with your athlete’s questionnaire) 
5.  Your Athlete’s Initials __________                                         Your Athlete’s Gender:              M   F                                                               
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SECTION A 
  
                                                                                     Strongly                 Neither Agree                     Strongly 
During training…                                                        Disagree                  or Disagree                           Agree 
1. I trust my athlete  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I like my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I respect my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I appreciate the sacrifices my athlete has 
experienced to improve performance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I am close to my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I am committed to my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I think that my sport career is promising with my 
athlete 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. I am at ease 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. I am ready to do my best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. I am responsive to his/her efforts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. I adopt a friendly stance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
                                                                                         Strongly                  Neither Agree              Strongly                
During training…                                                            Disagree                    or Disagree                  Agree         
  12. My athlete trusts me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. My athlete likes me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. My athlete respects me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. My athlete appreciates the sacrifices I have 
experienced  to improve  performance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. My athlete is close to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. My athlete is committed to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. My athlete believes that his/her sport career is      
promising with me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. My athlete is at ease 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. My athlete is ready to do his/her best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. My athlete is responsive to my efforts  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22.. My athlete adopts a friendly stance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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SECTION B 
 
 
                                                                                       Strongly                     Neither  Agree             Strongly     
                                                                                       Disagree                      or Disagree                    Agree         
1. I am very comfortable being close to my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. When I find my athlete getting close to me I 
pull away 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I get uncomfortable when my athlete wants to 
be very close to me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to my 
athlete 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I want to get close to my athlete, but I keep 
pulling back 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I want to be close to my athlete and this 
sometimes scares them away 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I am nervous when my athlete gets too close to 
me  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts 
and feelings with my athlete 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9.  I try to avoid getting close to my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. I find it relatively easy to get close to my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
                                                                                       Strongly                  Neither Agree                Strongly  
                                                                                       Disagree                    or disagree                   Agree             
11. I especially enjoy being with my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. I look forward to seeing my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. After we have been apart, I am eager to see my 
athlete again 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. I turn to my athlete for comfort and support 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I feel very safe with my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. When I feel upset about something, I want to 
talk with my athlete about it 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. My athlete helps me to explore new skills 
within my sport 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. My athlete provides me with a sense of security 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I feel more able to try new coaching techniques 
within my sport since I have known my athlete 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Having my athlete in my team/squad helps me 
to work harder and be more confident 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 Strongly 
Disagree 
  Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 
    Strongly 
Agree 
21. Sometimes I feel that I try to force my 
athlete to show more feeling and more 
commitment to our relationship than they 
otherwise would 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend 
on my athlete 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. I prefer not to be too close to my athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. If I can’t get my athlete to show an interest 
in me, I get upset or angry 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I tell my athlete just about everything 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. I usually discuss my problems and concerns 
with my athlete 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. When I do not have my athlete around, I 
feel somewhat anxious and insecure 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. I get frustrated when my athlete is not 
around as much as I would like 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. I don’t mind asking my athlete for comfort, 
advice or help 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. I get frustrated if my athlete is not around 
when I need them 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. It helps to turn to my athlete in times of 
need 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. I turn to my athlete for many things, 
including comfort and reassurance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. I resent it when my athlete spends time 
away from me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Please tick only one from the three descriptions provided below that reflects more 
closely how you are with your athlete. 
 
34. I find it relatively easy to get close to my athlete. I am comfortable 
depending on him/her and having my athlete depend on me. I don’t often worry 
about being abandoned by my athlete.  
 
 
35. I am somewhat uncomfortable being close to my athlete. I find it difficult to 
trust him/her completely and difficult to allow myself to depend on him/her. I 
am nervous when my athlete gets too close and often feel that my athlete wants 
more contact than I feel comfortable having. 
 
 
36.I find that my athlete is reluctant to get as close  as I would like. I often 
worry that my athlete does not want to stay and be coached by me. I want to be a 
unit with my athlete and this desire sometimes scares him/her away. 
            
 
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                                                                                                  Strongly           Neither  Agree                Strongly 
                                                                                                   Disagree            or Disagree                     Agree     
 
1. I feel satisfied with our coach-athlete relationship               1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. This coach-athlete relationship is much better than              
 other coach-athlete relationships 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. This coach-athlete relationship is close to ideal                    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. This coach-athlete relationship makes me happy                1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. This coach-athlete relationship fulfils my needs                 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
                                                                                                    Not at all                                                    Very Much 
 Think…                                                                                                 
6. How often do you need to work hard to avoid conflict with 
your athlete?                                                                  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. How upset does your athlete sometimes make you feel? 
                                                                                       
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. How much would you like your athlete to change?             1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. How angry does your athlete make you feel?                     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. How much do you argue with your athlete?                    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. How often does your athlete make you feel angry?          1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                             Strongly                   Neither  Agree                    Strongly 
                                                                                             Disagree                    or Disagree                            Agree 
How do you think and feel… 
12. I am a very nervous person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. I have difficulty trying to calm down 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. I feel rattled, upset, flustered 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I feel in very low spirits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. I feel downhearted and blue 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I feel like crying 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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                                                                                   Strongly                     Neither  Agree                   Strongly               
                                                                                   Disagree                      or Disagree                         Agree              
18. I feel down in the dumps 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I have nothing to look forward to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I am able to control my behaviours, thoughts 
and feelings 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. I am a happy person 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. I feel calm and peaceful  
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. I feel cheerful and light-hearted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. I generally enjoy things 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I feel relaxed and free of tension 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. The future is hopeful and promising 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
                                                                                    Strongly                   Neither  Agree                    Strongly             
                                                                                    Disagree                   or Disagree                           Agree  
In the coaching context….. 
 
27. I do not feel ashamed of any of my emotions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. I feel I must do what others expect me to do 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. I believe that people are essentially good and 
can be trusted 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. I feel free to be angry at those I care about 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. It is always necessary that others approve of 
what I do 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32.  I don’t accept my own weaknesses 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. I can like people without having to approve 
of them 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34.  I fear failure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. I avoid attempts to analyze and simplify 
complex domains 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36.  It is better to be yourself than to be popular 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37. I have no mission to feel especially dedicated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
38. I can express my feelings even when they 
result in undesirable consequences 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
39. I do not feel responsible to help anybody 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40. I am bothered by fears of being inadequate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. I am loved because I give love 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix II (F): Consent Form used for all four studies 
Willingness to Participate 
 
The purpose and details of this study have been explained to me.  I understand that this study 
is designed to further scientific knowledge and that all procedures have been approved by the 
Loughborough University Ethical Advisory Committee. 
 
I have read and understood the information sheet and this consent form. 
 
I have had an opportunity to ask questions about my participation. 
 
I understand that I am under no obligation to take part in the study. 
 
I understand that I have the right to withdraw from this study at any stage for any reason, and 
that I will not be required to explain my reasons for withdrawing. 
 
I understand that all the information I provide will be treated in strict confidence. 
 
I agree to participate in this study. 
 
 
 
                    Your name 
 
 
 
              Your signature 
 
 
 
Signature of investigator 
 
 
 
                               Date 
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Appendix III 
Study three materials 
 
 
         A: List of Questionnaires used for phase 1 
                                          B: Expert Panel Invitation 
                                          C: Expert Panel Questionnaires 
                                          D: Athlete Questionnaire 
                                          E: Coach Questionnaire 
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Appendix III (A): Phase 1 - Instrument Development.  
Table of attachment questionnaires included for item generation. 
 
Author Scale Total number of 
items 
Hazan & Shaver, 
(1987) 
 
Romantic Attachment Questionnaire 3 items measuring 
secure, avoidant and 
anxious attachment  
Bartholomew & 
Horowitz (1991) 
 
Attachment Questionnaire 4 items measuring 
secure, pre-occupied, 
fearful and 
dismissing 
attachment styles 
Feeney, Noller & 
Hanrahan, (1994) 
 
Attachment Style Questionnaire   (ASQ) 29 items measuring 
avoidant and anxious 
attachment 
Simpson, Rholes & 
Phillips (1996) 
 
Adult Attachment Questionnaire  (AAQ) 16 items measuring 
avoidant and anxious 
attachment 
 Collins, (1996) 
 
Adult Attachment Scale (AAS) 17 items measuring; 
discomfort with 
dependence, 
closeness and anxiety 
Griffin & 
Bartholomew (1994) 
 
Relationship Style Questionnaire (RSQ) 17 items measuring 
secure, anxious and 
avoidant attachment 
Brennin, Clark & 
Shaver (1998) 
 
The Experiences in Close Relationships Scale (ECR) 36 items measuring 
anxious and avoidant 
attachment  
Fraley, Waller & 
Brennan, (2000) 
 
The Experiences in Close Relationships Scale – 
Reversed (ECR-R) 
35 items measuring 
anxious and avoidant 
attachment 
Wei, Russell, 
Mallinckrodt & 
Vogel, (2007) 
 
ECR-Short 11 items measuring 
avoidance and 
anxious attachment  
Wilkinson, (2006) 
 
Adolescent Friendship Attachment Scale (AFAS) 29 items measuring 
secure, avoidant and 
anxious attachment 
 
Armsden & 
Greenberg, (1985) 
 
Inventory of Parent and Peer attachment. Parent 
Version 
 
30 items measuring 
secure, avoidant and 
anxious attachment  
Armsden & 
Greenberg (1985) 
 
Inventory of Parent and Peer attachment. Peer 
Version 
30 items measuring 
secure, avoidant and 
anxious attachment 
Johnson et al, (2003) The Revised Inventory of Parent Attachment. (IPA) 25 items measuring 
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 secure, avoidant and 
anxious attachment 
 Smith, Murphy & 
Coats, (1999) 
Social Group Attachment 23 items measuring 
avoidant and anxious 
attachment  
Finzi-Dottan, 
Manor& Tyano, 
2006) 
Attachment Style Classification Questionnaire 
(ASCQ) 
14 items measuring 
secure, anxious and 
avoidant attachment.  
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Appendix III B: Phase 2. Expert panel Invitation  
 
November, 2008 
 
Dear Colleague, 
 We are writing to request your assistance in validating a coach-athlete relationship 
questionnaire, as part of my PhD study. Specifically, we have developed a measure to assess 
both athletes and coaches’ preferences to relate and interact with one another. These 
preferences are related to three specific attachment styles; secure attachment style (i.e., a 
comfort with closeness, interdependence and trust about the availability and responsiveness 
of the relationship member), anxious attachment style (i.e., a need for closeness and 
dependency, intense worries about their relationship members availability and 
responsiveness) and avoidant (i.e., a concern with closeness and dependency and preference 
for emotional distance and self reliance) attachment style. This questionnaire has been 
derived carefully considering relevant literature.  In order to maximize the validity of the 
questionnaire, we would like to ask for your help. Below we have outlined the contents of 
this document together with guidelines on what you need to do, if you decide to help us in 
this process. 
SECTION A includes an assessment that aims to highlight issues related to the 
relevance, clarity, and focus of each one of the items contained in the questionnaire. This 
assessment starts with a brief introduction clarifying the terms used. The definition of ONE 
of the three attachment styles (i.e., secure, anxious or avoidant) is provided. We then list the 
items that are designed to measure the respective style. In this section, please use (a) the 3-
point scale to rate each item, and (b) the comments section to include feedback that could 
help improve this part of the questionnaire.  
SECTION B includes the proposed questionnaire format and scale and a section for 
general comments. In this section, please comment on the suitability of the response format 
and scale, the ability of the instrument as a whole to measure the respective styles and 
suggest additions, deletions and modifications. 
We would like to thank you in advance for your help. We understand that your time is 
valuable, but as your input at this stage is essential, we really hope that you will be able to 
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assist us in this process. If you do agree to contribute, please complete and return this 
document electronically or in the self-addressed envelope provided, by the 21st  November 
2008. If this is a tight deadline, but you still would like to contribute to this process, please let 
us know when you could return the completed document. Once again, thank you very much 
for your help, it is greatly appreciated.  
 
Many thanks, 
 
Louise Roberts 
Dr Sophia Jowett 
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Appendix III C: Phase 2. Expert Panel Questionnaire 
 
SECTION A  
(anxious attachment dimension: athlete version) 
 
The items below concentrate on the anxious attachment style of the coach-athlete 
attachment questionnaire. Here, we propose a total of 29 items. This version is 
designed to be completed by the athlete whilst thinking about the relationship they 
have with their principal coach.   
 
 
DEFINITION OF INSECURE ANXIOUS ATTACHMENT 
Anxious athletes are generally comfortable with being close 
to their coach, and depending on their coach, but find that 
their coach is reluctant to be as close and committed to 
them. Anxious athletes worry that their coach will not 
always be available and responsive when they need them to 
be and often worry about how much they are valued.  
 
 
 
Please use (a) the 3-point scale (yes, no, unsure) to rate the suitability of each item, 
and (b) the comments section to include any thoughts that could help us improve this 
part of the questionnaire. 
 
PLEASE ASSESS THE SUITABILITY OF ITEMS AGAINST THESE CRITERIA: 
 
Relevant (representative) – Does it reflect the description of an anxious 
attachment style? 
 
Clear – Is it easily understood? 
 
Specific – Is it focused and not too general or ambiguous? 
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Having in mind the definition of an anxious attachment style, please assess 
the suitability of the items by circling your answer. 
 
When I train and compete… 
 
1. It is important to me that my coach likes me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
2. I find it hard to make a decision unless I know what my coach thinks 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
3. I find that my coach is reluctant to be as committed to me as I like  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
4. I worry that my coach does not respect me as much as I respect him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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5.  I worry that I won’t fulfil my coaches’ expectations 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
6. I worry a lot about my relationship with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
7. I sometimes wonder how I would cope, without my coaches’ involvement  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
8. I often feel left out by my coach  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
9. I often wonder if my coach cares about me as an athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
10. I worry about not having a close relationship with my coach  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
11. I worry that my coach does not value me as much as I value him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
12. I worry a fair amount about my coach leaving to coach elsewhere 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
13. I worry about being alone 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
14. I want my coach to show more commitment to me, than he/she otherwise would 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
 
 
15. If my coach is not around, I feel somewhat anxious and insecure 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
16. I get frustrated when my coach is not available when I need him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
17. If my coach disapproves of me, I feel really bad about myself 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
18. On some occasions my coach interacts differently with me for no apparent 
reason 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
19. I am afraid that once my coach gets to know me, he/she won’t like who I am 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
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Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
20. My coach only seems to notice me when I get angry 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
21. I am not sure if I can always depend on my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
22. I would like my coach to be more understanding 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
23. I am concerned that my coach will find another athlete that he/she prefers 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
223 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24. My coach upsets me easily 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
25. I feel my coach gets irritated with me for no reason 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
26. I often worry that my coach does not want to coach me anymore 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
27. I want to spend as much time as possible with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 28. Sometimes I worry that my coach is not as committed to me as I am to them 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
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Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
29. I get upset with my coach when I cannot get in contact with him/her for no 
apparent reason 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION B 
(anxious attachment style: Athlete version) 
 
Below is the proposed format for this dimension of the questionnaire. Please go 
ahead and complete the questionnaire. Some questions then follow regarding your 
general impression of this format and whether you feel that any changes are 
necessary.  
 
Instructions for completion: 
 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and  
your coach. Please read carefully the statements below and 
circle the answer that indicates whether you agree or 
disagree in regards to how you prefer to relate and 
interact with your coach. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Please respond to the statements as honestly as 
possible and relevant to how you personally feel. Your 
responses are anonymous and completely confidential. Please 
respond to the questionnaire having in mind your principal 
coach.  
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When I train and compete… 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
    
1. It is important to me that my coach likes me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
2. I find it hard to make a decision unless I know 
what my coach thinks 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
3. I find that my coach is reluctant to be as 
committed to me as I like 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
4.  I worry that my coach does not respect me as 
much as I respect him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
5. I worry that I won’t fulfil my coaches’ 
expectations 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
6. I worry a lot about my relationship with my 
coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
7.  I sometimes wonder how I would cope, 
without my coaches’ involvement 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
8. I often feel left out by my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
9. I often wonder if my coach cares about me as 
an athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
10. I worry about not having a close relationship 
with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
11. I worry that my coach does not value me as 
much as I value him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
12. I worry a fair amount about my coach leaving 
to coach elsewhere 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
13. I worry about being alone 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
14. I want my coach to show more commitment to 
me, than he/she otherwise would 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
15. If my coach is not around, I feel somewhat 
anxious and insecure 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
226 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When I train and compete… 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
    
16. I get frustrated when my coach is not available 
when I need him/her 
 
 1   
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
17. If my coach disapproves of me, I feel really bad 
about myself 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
18.On some occasions my coach interacts 
differently with me for no apparent reason 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
19. I am afraid that once my coach gets to know 
me, he/she won’t like who I am 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
20. My coach only seems to notice me when I get 
angry 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
21. I am not sure if I can always depend on my 
coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
22.  I would like my coach to be more 
understanding 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
23. I am concerned that my coach will find another 
athlete that he/she prefers 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
24.  My coach upsets me easily 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
25. I feel my coach gets irritated with me for no 
apparent reason 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
26. I often worry that my coach does not want to 
coach me anymore 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
27.  I want to spend as much time as possible with 
my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
28. Sometimes I worry that my coach is not as 
committed to me as I am to them 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
29.  I get upset with my coach when I cannot get in 
contact with him/her for no apparent reason 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
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General Impressions: 
 
Can you think of any other items (or areas) that could be represented or 
included under an anxious attachment style? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire pitched at an appropriate level for adolescents and adult 
athletes? 
 
 
 
 
 
Does the questionnaire flow well? How is the order of the items? 
 
 
 
 
 
Are the instructions preceding the questionnaire easy to follow? Is there 
anything we need to include? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire presented appropriately? How is the format and 
presentation of the questionnaire? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
a) Suggested additions: 
 
 
 
b) Suggested deletions: 
 
 
 
c) Suggested modifications: 
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SECTION A  
(anxious attachment style: Coach version) 
 
The items below concentrate on the anxious attachment style of the coach-athlete 
attachment questionnaire. Here, we propose a total of 29 items. This version is 
designed to be completed by the coach whilst thinking about the relationship they 
have with their principle athlete.   
 
 
DEFINITION OF INSECURE ANXIOUS ATTACHMENT 
Anxious coaches are generally comfortable with being close 
to their athlete, and depending on their athlete, but find 
that their athlete is reluctant to be as close and committed 
to them. Anxious coaches worry that their athlete will not 
always be available and responsive when they need them to 
be and often worry about how much they are valued.  
 
 
 
 
Please use (a) the 3-point scale (yes, no, unsure) to rate the suitability of each item, 
and (b) the comments section to include any thoughts that could help us improve this 
part of the questionnaire. 
 
PLEASE ASSESS THE SUITABILITY OF ITEMS AGAINST THESE CRITERIA: 
 
Relevant (representative) – Does it reflect the description of an anxious 
attachment style? 
 
Clear – Is it easily understood? 
 
Specific – Is it focused and not too general or ambiguous? 
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Having in mind the definition of an anxious attachment style, please assess 
the suitability of the items by circling your answer. 
 
When I coach… 
 
1. It is important to me that my athlete likes me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
2. I find it hard to make a decision unless I know what my athlete thinks 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
3. I find that my athlete is reluctant to be as committed to me as I like  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
4. I worry that my athlete does not respect me as much as I respect him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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5.  I worry that I won’t fulfil my athletes’ expectations 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
6. I worry a lot about my relationship with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
7. I sometimes wonder how I would cope without my athletes’ involvement  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
8. I often feel left out by my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
9. I often wonder if my athlete cares about me as a coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments 
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10. I worry about not having a close relationship with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
11. I worry that my athlete does not value me as much as I value him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
12. I worry a fair amount about my athlete leaving to train elsewhere 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
13. I worry about being alone 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
14. I want my athlete to show more commitment to me, than he/she otherwise 
would 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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15. If my athlete is not around I feel somewhat anxious and insecure 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
16. I get frustrated when my athlete is not available when I need him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
17. If my athlete disapproves of me I feel really bad about myself 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
18. On some occasions my athlete interacts differently with me for no apparent 
reason 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
19. I am afraid that once my athlete gets to know me, he/she won’t like who I am 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
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Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
20. My athlete only seems to notice me when I get angry 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
21. I am not sure if I can always depend on my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
22. I would like my athlete to be more understanding 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
23. I am concerned that my athlete will find another coach that he/she prefers 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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24. My athlete upsets me easily 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
25. I feel my athlete gets irritated with me for no reason 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
26. I often worry that my athlete does not want to be coached by me anymore 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
27. I want to spend as much time as possible with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 28. Sometimes I worry that my athlete is not as committed to me as I am to them 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
29. I get upset with my athlete when I cannot get in contact with him/her for no 
apparent reason 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
SECTION B 
(anxious attachment style: Coach version) 
 
Below is the proposed format for this dimension of the questionnaire. Please go 
ahead and complete the questionnaire.  Some questions then follow regarding your 
general impression of this format and whether you feel that any changes are 
necessary.  
 
Instructions for completion: 
 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and  
your athlete. Please read carefully the statements below 
and circle the answer that indicates whether you agree or 
disagree in regards to how you prefer to relate and 
interact with your athlete. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Please respond to the statements as honestly as 
possible and relevant to how you personally feel. Your 
responses are anonymous and completely confidential. Please 
respond to the questionnaire having in mind your principal 
athlete.  
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When I coach… 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
    
1. It is important to me that my athlete likes me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
2. I find it hard to make a decision unless I know 
what my athlete thinks 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
3. I find that my athlete is reluctant to be as 
committed to me as I like 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
4.  I worry that my athlete does not respect me as 
much as I respect him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
13. I worry that I won’t fulfil my athletes’ 
expectations 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
14. I worry a lot about my relationship with my 
athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
15.  I sometimes wonder how I would cope, 
without my athletes’ involvement 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
16. I often feel left out by my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
17. I often wonder if my athlete cares about me 
as a coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
18. I worry about not having a close relationship 
with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
19. I worry that my athlete does not value me as 
much as I value him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
20. I worry a fair amount about my athlete leaving 
to be coached elsewhere 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
13. I worry about being alone 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
14. I want my athlete to show more commitment 
to me, than he/she otherwise would 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
15. If my athlete is not around, I feel somewhat 
anxious and insecure 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
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When I coach… 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
    
16. I get frustrated when my athlete is not 
available when I need him/her 
 
   1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
17. If my athlete disapproves of me, I feel really 
bad about myself 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
18. On some occasions my athlete interacts 
differently with me for no apparent reason 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
19. I am afraid that once my athlete gets to 
know me, he/she won’t like who I am 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
20. My athlete only seems to notice me when I 
get angry 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
21. I am not sure if I can always depend on my 
athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
22.  I would like my athlete to be more 
understanding 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
23. I am concerned that my athlete will find 
another coach that he/she prefers 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
24.  My athlete upsets me easily 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
25. I feel my athlete gets irritated with me for no 
apparent reason 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
26. I often worry that my athlete does not want 
to be coached by me anymore 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
27.  I want to spend as much time as possible 
with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
28. Sometimes I worry that my athlete is not as 
committed to me as I am to them 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
29.  I get upset with my athlete when I cannot 
get in contact with him/her for no apparent 
reason 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
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General Impressions: 
 
Can you think of any other items (or areas) that could be represented or 
included under an anxious attachment style? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire pitched at an appropriate level for adult coaches? 
 
 
 
Does the questionnaire flow well? How is the order of the items? 
 
 
 
 
 
Are the instructions preceding the questionnaire easy to follow? Is there 
anything we need to include? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire presented appropriately? How is the format and 
presentation of the questionnaire? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
d) Suggested additions: 
 
 
 
e) Suggested deletions: 
 
 
 
f) Suggested modifications: 
 
 
 
 
 
THANK YOU 
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SECTION A  
(Avoidant attachment style: Athlete Version) 
 
The items below concentrates on the avoidant attachment style within the coach-
athlete questionnaire. Here, we propose a total of 33 items. This version is designed 
to be completed by the athlete whilst thinking about the relationship he/she has with 
their coach. 
 
 
DEFINITION OF AVOIDANT ATTACHMENT 
Avoidant athletes are generally uncomfortable with being 
close to their coach, depending on their coach and having 
their coach depend on them. Avoidant athletes find it 
extremely difficult to trust that their coach will be 
available and responsive when they need them to be and will 
often avoid situations where they need to express signs of 
interest. Avoidant athletes have a preference for emotional 
distance and self-reliance      
 
 
 
 
Please use (a) the 3-point scale (yes, no, unsure) to rate the suitability of each item, 
and (b) the comments section to include any thoughts that could help us improve this 
part of the questionnaire. 
 
PLEASE ASSESS THE SUITABILITY OF ITEMS AGAINST THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA: 
 
Relevant (representative) – Does it reflect the description of an avoidant 
attachment style? 
 
Clear – Is it easily understood? 
 
Specific – Is it focused and not too general or ambiguous? 
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Having in mind the definition of an avoidant attachment style, please assess 
the suitability of the items by circling your answer. 
 
When I train and compete………. 
 
1. I do not feel confident that my coach will be there for me when I need him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
2. I prefer to depend on myself than my coach when I encounter difficulties 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
3. My relationship with my coach is generally superficial 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
4. I find it hard to trust my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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5. I do not find it easy to be close to my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
6. I worry about my coach being too close to me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
7. My coach has his/her own problems, so I don’t bother him/her with mine 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
8. If something is bothering me, my coach is generally unaware or concerned 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
9. I am not comfortable having to depend on my coach for support 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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10. It is very important for me to feel independent from my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
11. I am comfortable without having a close relationship with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
12. I prefer not to show my coach how I am feeling 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
13. I do not feel comfortable sharing my thoughts and feelings with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
14. I try to avoid being too close to my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
 
15. I do not find it easy to have a close relationship with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
16. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on my coach  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
17. I don’t usually discuss my problems and concerns with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
18. I don’t ask my coach for advice and help 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
19. I do not turn to my coach for reassurance 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
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Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
20. I cannot talk things over with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
21. My coach does not understand me and my needs as an athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
22. It does not bother me that my coach is not available when I need him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
23. I do not let my coach know about the things that trouble me  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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24. I avoid discussing personal things with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
25. I do not seek out my coach when things go wrong 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
26. I do not rely on my coach, when I have a problem to solve 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
27. I feel it’s no use letting my coach know how I feel 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 28. I do not turn to my coach, when I need to get something off my chest 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
246 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
29. I do not like being around my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
30. I do not want to feel in sync with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
31. It is very important to me to feel independent and self sufficient as an athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
32. I prefer not to depend on my coach or have my coach depend on me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
33. I don’t feel comfortable having a high level of interaction with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
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Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
SECTION B 
(avoidant attachment style: Athlete version) 
 
Below is the proposed format for this dimension of the questionnaire. Please go 
ahead and complete the questionnaire.  Some questions then follow regarding your 
general impression of this format and whether you feel that any changes are 
necessary.  
 
Instructions for completion: 
 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and  
your coach. Please read carefully the statements below and 
circle the answer that indicates whether you agree or 
disagree in regards to how you prefer to relate and 
interact with your coach. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Please respond to the statements as honestly as 
possible and relevant to how you personally feel. Your 
responses are anonymous and completely confidential. Please 
respond to the questionnaire having in mind your principal 
coach.  
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When I train and compete….. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
    
1. I feel confident that my coach will be there for 
me when I need him/her 
 
   
1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
2. I prefer to depend on myself than my coach 
when I encounter difficulties 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
3. My relationship with my coach is generally 
superficial 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
4.  I find it hard to trust my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
5. I do not find it easy to be close to my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
6. I worry about my coach being too close to me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
7. My coach has his/her own problems, so I 
don’t bother him/her with mine 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
8. If something is bothering me, my coach is 
generally unaware or concerned 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
9. I am not comfortable having to depend on my 
coach for support 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
10. It is very important for me to feel independent 
from my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
11. I am comfortable without having a close 
relationship with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
12. I prefer not to show my coach how I am 
feeling 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
13. I do not feel comfortable sharing my thoughts 
and feelings with my coach 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
14. I try to avoid being to close to my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
15. I do not find it easy to have a close 
relationship with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
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When I train and compete….. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
16. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on 
my coach 
 
  1 
 
2 3 4  5 6 7 
17. I don’t usually discuss my problems and 
concerns with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. I don’t ask my coach for advice and help 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
19.  I do not turn to my coach for reassurance 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I cannot talk things over with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. My coach does not understand me and my 
needs as an athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. It does not bother me that my coach is not 
available when I need him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. I do not let my coach know about the things 
that trouble me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. I avoid discussing personal things with my 
coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I do not seek out my coach when things go 
wrong 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. I do not rely on my coach when I have a 
problem to solve 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. I feel it’s no use letting my coach know how I 
feel 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. I do not turn to my coach, when I need to get 
something off my chest 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4  5 6 7 
29. I do not like being around my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
30.  I do not want to feel in sync with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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31. It is very important to me to feel independent 
and self sufficient as an athlete 
 
  1 
    
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. I prefer not to depend on my coach or have 
my coach depend on me 
 
  1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. I don’t feel comfortable having a high level of 
interaction with my coach 
 
  1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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General Impressions: 
 
Can you think of any other items (or areas) that could be represented or 
included under an avoidant attachment style? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire pitched at an appropriate level for adolescent and adult 
athletes? 
 
 
 
 
 
Does the questionnaire flow well? How is the order of the items? 
 
 
 
 
 
Are the instructions preceding the questionnaire easy to follow? Is there 
anything we need to include? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire presented appropriately? How is the format and 
presentation of the questionnaire? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
g) Suggested additions: 
 
 
 
h) Suggested deletions: 
 
 
 
i) Suggested modifications: 
 
 
THANK YOU 
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SECTION A  
(Avoidant attachment style: Coach version) 
 
The items below concentrates on the avoidant attachment style within the coach-
athlete questionnaire. Here, we propose a total of 33 items. This version is designed 
to be completed by the coach whilst thinking about the relationship he/she has with 
their principle athlete. 
 
 
DEFINITION OF AVOIDANT ATTACHMENT 
Avoidant coaches are generally uncomfortable with being 
close to their athlete, depending on their athlete and 
having their athlete depend on them. Avoidant coaches find 
it extremely difficult to trust that their athlete will be 
available and responsive when they need them to be and will 
often avoid situations where they need to express signs of 
interest. Avoidant coaches have a preference for emotional 
distance and self-reliance      
 
 
 
 
Please use (a) the 3-point scale (yes, no, unsure) to rate the suitability of each item, 
and (b) the comments section to include any thoughts that could help us improve this 
part of the questionnaire. 
 
PLEASE ASSESS THE SUITABILITY OF ITEMS AGAINST THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA: 
 
Relevant (representative) – Does it reflect the description of an avoidant 
attachment style? 
 
Clear – Is it easily understood? 
 
Specific – Is it focused and not too general or ambiguous? 
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Having in mind the definition of an avoidant attachment style, please assess 
the suitability of the items by circling your answer. 
 
When I coach… 
 
1. I do not feel confident that my athlete will be there for me when I need him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
2. I prefer to depend on myself than my athlete when I encounter difficulties 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
3. My relationship with my athlete is generally superficial 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
4. I find it hard to trust my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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5. I do not find it easy to be close to my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
6. I worry about my athlete being too close to me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
7. My athlete has his/her own problems, so I don’t bother him/her with mine 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
8. If something is bothering me, my athlete is generally unaware or concerned 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
9. I am not comfortable having to depend on my athlete for support 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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10. It is very important for me to feel independent from my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
11. I am comfortable without having a close relationship with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
12. I prefer not to show my athlete how I am feeling 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
13. I do not feel comfortable sharing my thoughts and feelings with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
14. I try to avoid being too close to my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
 
 
 
15. I do not find it easy to have a close relationship with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
16. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on my athlete  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
17. I don’t usually discuss my problems and concerns with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
18. I don’t ask my athlete for advice and help 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
19. I do not turn to my athlete for reassurance 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
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Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
20. I cannot talk things over with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
21. My athlete does not understand me and my needs as a coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
22. It does not bother me that my athlete is not available when I need him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 
23. I do not let my athlete know about the things that trouble me  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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24. I avoid discussing personal things with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
25. I do not seek out my athlete when things go wrong 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
26. I do not rely on my athlete, when I have a problem to solve 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
27. I feel it’s no use letting my athlete know how I feel 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
 28. I do not turn to my athlete, when I need to get something off my chest 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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29. I do not like being around my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
30. I do not want to feel in sync with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
31. It is very important to me to feel independent and self sufficient as a coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
32. I prefer not to depend on my athlete or have my athlete depend on me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
33. I don’t feel comfortable having a high level of interaction with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments 
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SECTION B 
(Avoidant attachment style: Coach version) 
 
Below is the proposed format for this dimension of the questionnaire. Please go 
ahead and complete the questionnaire.  Some questions then follow regarding your 
general impression of this format and whether you feel that any changes are 
necessary.  
 
Instructions for completion: 
 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and  
your athlete. Please read carefully the statements below 
and circle the answer that indicates whether you agree or 
disagree in regards to how you prefer to relate and 
interact with your athlete. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Please respond to the statements as honestly as 
possible and relevant to how you personally feel. Your 
responses are anonymous and completely confidential. Please 
respond to the questionnaire having in mind a specific 
athlete 
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When I coach…                                                                          
Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
    
1. I feel confident that my athlete will be there for me 
when I need him/her 
 
1    
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
2. I prefer to depend on myself than my athlete 
when I encounter difficulties 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
3. My relationship with my athlete is generally 
superficial 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
4.  I find it hard to trust my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
5. I do not find it easy to be close to my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
6. I worry about my athlete being too close to me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
7.  My athlete has his/her own problems, so I don’t  
bother him/her with mine 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
8. If something is bothering me, my athlete is 
generally unaware or concerned 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
9. I am not comfortable having to depend on my 
athlete for support 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
10. It is very important for me to feel independent 
from my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
11. I am comfortable without having a close 
relationship with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
12. I prefer not to show my athlete how I am feeling 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
13. I do not feel comfortable sharing my thoughts and 
feelings with my athlete 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
14. I try to avoid being too close to my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
15. I do not find it easy to have a close relationship 
with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
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16. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on my athlete 
 
1    
 
2 3 4  5 6 7 
17. I don’t usually discuss my problems and concerns with my 
athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. I don’t ask my athlete for advice and help 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
19.  I do not turn to my athlete for reassurance 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I cannot talk things over with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. My athlete does not understand me and my needs as a 
coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. It does not bother me that my athlete is not available when 
I need him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. I do not let my athlete know about the things that trouble 
me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. I avoid discussing personal things with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I do not seek out my athlete when things go wrong 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. I do not rely on my athlete when I have a problem to solve 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. I feel it’s no use letting my athlete know how I feel 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. I do not turn to my athlete, when I need to get something 
off my chest 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. I do not like being around my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
30.  I do not want to feel in sync with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. It is very important to me to feel independent and self 
sufficient as a coach 
 
  
1 
    
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. I prefer not to depend on my athlete or have my athlete 
depend on me 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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General Impressions: 
 
Can you think of any other items (or areas) that could be represented or 
included under an avoidant attachment style? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire pitched at an appropriate level for adult coaches and 
athletes? 
 
 
 
 
Does the questionnaire flow well? How is the order of the items? 
 
 
 
 
Are the instructions preceding the questionnaire easy to follow? Is there 
anything we need to include? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire presented appropriately? How is the format and 
presentation of the questionnaire? 
 
 
 
 
Suggested additions: 
 
Suggested deletions: 
 
 
Suggested modifications: 
 
 
 
 
33. I don’t feel comfortable having a high level of interaction 
with my athlete 
 
 1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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SECTION A  
(Secure attachment style: Athlete version) 
 
The items below concentrate on the secure attachment style of the coach-athlete 
attachment questionnaire. Here, we propose a total of 21 items. This version is 
designed to be completed by the athlete whilst thinking about the relationship they 
have with their principal coach.   
 
 
DEFINITION OF SECURE ATTACHMENT  
Secure athletes are comfortable with being close to their 
coach, depending on their coach and having their coach 
depend on them. Secure athletes trust that their partner 
will be available and responsive in times of need, and are 
able to show more explorative behaviour.  
 
 
 
 
Please use (a) the 3-point scale (yes, no, unsure) to rate the suitability of each item, 
and (b) the comments section to include any thoughts that could help us improve this 
part of the questionnaire. 
 
PLEASE ASSESS THE SUITABILITY OF ITEMS AGAINST THESE CRITERIA: 
 
Relevant (representative) – Does it reflect the description of a secure 
attachment style? 
 
Clear – Is it easily understood? 
 
Specific – Is it focused and not too general or ambiguous? 
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Having in mind the definition of a secure attachment style, please assess the 
suitability of the items by circling your answer. 
 
When I train and compete… 
 
1. I find it easy to be close to my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
2. I do not worry about being alone 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
3. I am comfortable depending on my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
4. I am comfortable having my coach depend on me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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5.  When I have had a bad training session, my coach cheers me up 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
6.I think it would be difficult to replace my coach with another  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
7. I can trust my coach easily 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
8. I know that my coach is loyal to me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
9. I enjoy spending time with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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10. I know my coach likes me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
11. I feel confident that our coach-athlete relationship will last 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
12. I know that I can rely on my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
13. I find it easy to interact with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
14. I feel confident to try new techniques without the support of my coach  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
 
 
15. I trust that my coach will always be available when I need him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
16. I feel comfortable asking my coach for help when I need it 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
17. I am comfortable having a close relationship with my coach 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
18. I feel that my coach is responsive when I need him/her to be 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
19. I enjoy solving problems together with my coach  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. I trust my coach to allow me to explore new skills for myself  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
21. I feel confident that my coach will not leave me to coach elsewhere 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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SECTION B 
(secure attachment style: Athlete version) 
 
Below is the proposed format for this dimension of the questionnaire. Please go 
ahead and complete the questionnaire.  Some questions then follow regarding your 
general impression of this format and whether you feel that any changes are 
necessary.  
 
Instructions for completion: 
 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and  
your coach. Please read carefully the statements below and 
circle the answer that indicates whether you agree or 
disagree in regards to how you prefer to relate and 
interact with your coach. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Please respond to the statements as honestly as 
possible and relevant to how you personally feel. Your 
responses are anonymous and completely confidential. Please 
respond to the questionnaire having in mind your principal 
coach.  
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When I train and compete... 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. I find it easy to be close to my coach 
 
  1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
2. I do not worry about being alone 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
3. I am comfortable depending on my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
4.  I am comfortable having my coach depend 
on me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
5. When I have had a bad training session, 
my coach cheers me up 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
6. I think it would be difficult to replace my 
coach with another 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
7. I can trust my coach easily 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
8. I know that my coach is loyal to me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
9. I enjoy spending time with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
10. I know my coach likes me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
11. I feel confident that our coach-athlete 
relationship will last 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
12. I know that I can rely on my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
13. I find it easy to interact with my coach 
 
1    
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
14. I feel confident to try new techniques 
without the support of my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
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15. I trust that my coach will always be available when I need 
him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. I feel comfortable asking my coach for help  when I need it 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I am comfortable having a close relationship with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. I feel that my coach is responsive to my needs as an 
athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I enjoy solving problems together with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I trust my coach to allow me explore new skills for myself 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. I believe that my coach will not leave me to coach 
elsewhere 
 
1  
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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General Impressions: 
 
Can you think of any other items (or areas) that could be represented or 
included under a secure attachment style? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire pitched at an appropriate level for adolescent and adult 
athletes? 
 
 
 
 
 
Does the questionnaire flow well? How is the order of the items? 
 
 
 
 
Are the instructions preceding the questionnaire easy to follow? Is there 
anything we need to include? 
 
 
 
 
Is the questionnaire presented appropriately? How is the format and 
presentation of the questionnaire? 
 
 
 
 
 
j) Suggested additions: 
 
 
 
k) Suggested deletions: 
 
 
 
l) Suggested modifications: 
 
 
 
 
THANK YOU 
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SECTION A  
(Secure attachment style: Coach version) 
 
The items below concentrate on the secure attachment style of the coach-athlete 
attachment questionnaire. Here, we propose a total of 21 items. This version is 
designed to be completed by the coach whilst thinking about the relationship they 
have with their principal athlete.   
 
 
DEFINITION OF SECURE ATTACHMENT  
Secure coaches are comfortable with being close to their 
athlete, depending on their athlete and having their athlete 
depend on them. Secure coaches trust that their athlete 
will be available and responsive in times of need, and are 
able to allow their athlete to engage in more explorative 
behaviour.  
 
 
 
 
Please use (a) the 3-point scale (yes, no, unsure) to rate the suitability of each item, 
and (b) the comments section to include any thoughts that could help us improve this 
part of the questionnaire. 
 
PLEASE ASSESS THE SUITABILITY OF ITEMS AGAINST THESE CRITERIA: 
 
Relevant (representative) – Does it reflect the description of a secure 
attachment style? 
 
Clear – Is it easily understood? 
 
Specific – Is it focused and not too general or ambiguous? 
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Having in mind the definition of a secure attachment style, please assess the 
suitability of the items by circling your answer. 
 
When I coach… 
 
1. I find it easy to be close to my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
2. I do not worry about being alone 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
3. I am comfortable depending on my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
4. I am comfortable having my athlete depend on me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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5.  When I have had a bad training session, my athlete cheers me up 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
6.I think it would be difficult to replace my athlete with another  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
7. I can trust my athlete easily 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
8. I know that my athlete is loyal to me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
9. I enjoy spending time with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
 
10. I know my athlete likes me 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
11. I feel confident that our coach-athlete relationship will last 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
12. I know that I can rely on my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
13. I find it easy to interact with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
14. I feel confident to allow my athlete to try new techniques without my support 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
 
 
15. I trust that my athlete will always be available when I need him/her 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
16. I feel comfortable asking my athlete for help when I need it 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
17. I am comfortable having a close relationship with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
18. I feel confident that my athlete is responsive when I need him/her to be 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
19. I enjoy solving problems together with my athlete 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
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Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. I trust my athlete to explore new skills for themselves  
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
 
 
21. I feel confident that my athlete will not leave me to train elsewhere 
Relevant YES NO UNSURE 
Clear YES NO UNSURE 
Specific YES NO UNSURE 
Comments: 
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SECTION B 
(Secure attachment style: Coach version) 
 
Below is the proposed format for this dimension of the questionnaire. Please go 
ahead and complete the questionnaire. Some questions then follow regarding your 
general impression of this format and whether you feel that any changes are 
necessary.  
 
Instructions for completion: 
 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and  
your coach. Please read carefully the statements below and 
circle the answer that indicates whether you agree or 
disagree in regards to how you prefer to relate and 
interact with your athlete. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Please respond to the statements as honestly as 
possible and relevant to how you personally feel. Your 
responses are anonymous and completely confidential. Please 
respond to the questionnaire having in mind your principal 
coach.  
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When I coach… 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Agree 
1. I find it easy to be close to my athlete 
 
  1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
2. I do not worry about being alone 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
3. I am comfortable depending on my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
4.  I am comfortable having my athlete depend 
on me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
5. When I have had a bad training session, my 
athlete cheers me up 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
6. I think it would be difficult to replace my 
athlete with another 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
7. I can trust my athlete easily 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
8. I know that my athlete is loyal to me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
9. I enjoy spending time with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
10. I know my athlete likes me 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
11. I feel confident that our coach-athlete 
relationship will last 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
12. I know that I can rely on my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
13. I find it easy to interact with my athlete 
 
1    
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
14. I feel confident to allow my athlete to try new 
techniques without my support 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
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15. I trust that my athlete will always be available when I need 
him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. I feel comfortable asking my athlete for help  when I need 
it 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I am comfortable having a close relationship with my 
athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. I feel that my athlete is responsive to my needs as a coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I enjoy solving problems together with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I trust my athlete to explore new skills for themselves 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. I believe that my athlete will not leave me to train 
elsewhere 
 
1  
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix III (D): Phase 3- Athlete Questionnaire 
 
Athlete  ID:                                 Athlete Questionnaire                                Date:                     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Instructions for completion: 
 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and your coach. Please read carefully the statements and 
circle the answer that indicates whether you agree or disagree in regards to how you prefer to communicate and 
interact with your coach. There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to the statements as honestly as 
possible and relevant to how you personally feel. Your responses are anonymous and completely confidential. 
Please respond to the questionnaire having in mind your principal coach.  
Please complete the information below: 
 
1. Your Age:______Years    
2. Your Gender:  M    F   
3. Please specify the sport you participate in (most regularly): _______________________ 
4. How long have you been participating in this sport? ______YRS ______ MONTHS 
5. How long have you been training with your current coach? ______YRS ______MONTHS 
6. On average, how many hours per week do you spend training with your coach?_____________ 
7. What is your performance level? _______________________ 
University   Club  County/Regional  National  International          Other  …specify 
_______________________ 
Your coaches details:  
8.  Your coaches’  gender:              M         F                                                               
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When I train and compete….. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 
 
Strongly 
Agree 
1.  I prefer to depend on myself than my coach when  I 
encounter difficulties 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
2. I find that my coach is reluctant to be as committed to me 
as I like 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
3. I am comfortable having my coach depend on me  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
4.  I find it hard to trust my coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
5. I worry that I won’t fulfil my coaches’ expectations  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
6. I know that my coach is loyal to me  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
7. It is very important to me to feel independent from my 
coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
8. I worry a lot about my relationship with my coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
9. I feel confident that our coach-athlete relationship will last  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
10. I do not feel comfortable sharing my thoughts and feelings 
with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
11. I often feel left out by my coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
12. I find it easy to interact with my coach   1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
15. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on my coach    1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
14. I often wonder if my coach cares about me as an athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
15. I feel comfortable asking my coach for help when I need it   1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
16. I don’t usually discuss my problems or concerns  with my 
coach 
 
1 
 
  2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I often worry that my coach does not value me as much as 
I value him/her  
 
 1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
18. I trust my coach to allow me to explore new skills for 
myself 
 
      1 
 
   2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I do not turn to my coach for reassurance   1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
20. I worry a fair amount about my coach leaving me to coach 
elsewhere 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
21. I am comfortable depending on my coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
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22. My coach does not understand me and my needs as an 
athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
23. I want my coach to show more commitment to me that 
he/she otherwise would 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
24. I know my coach likes me  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
 
When I train and compete…. 
Strongly  
Disagree 
Neither Agree or     
Disagree 
      Strongly 
Agree 
25. It does not bother me that my coach is not available 
when I need him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
26. I get frustrated when my coach is not available when I 
need him/her  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
27. I know I can rely on my coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
28. I  do not let my coach know about the things that 
trouble me  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
29. If my coach disapproves of me I feel really bad about 
myself  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
30. I trust that my coach will always be available when I 
need him/her  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
31. I avoid discussing personal issues with my coach   1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
32. I am not sure if I can always depend on my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
33. I do not rely on my coach when I have a problem to 
solve 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
34. I am concerned that my coach will find another athlete 
that he/she prefers 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
35. It’s no use letting my coach know how I feel   1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
36. I often worry that my coach does not want to coach me 
anymore 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
37. I do not turn to my coach when I need to get something 
off my chest 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
38.  Sometimes I worry that my coach is not as committed 
to me as I am to them 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
39. It is very important to me to feel independent and self 
sufficient as an athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
40. It is important to me that my coach likes  me    1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
41.I do not feel confident that my coach will  be there for 
me when I need him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
42. I worry that my coach does not respect me as much as 
I respect him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
43. I do not ask my coach for advice and help  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
44. If my coach is not around I feel somewhat anxious and 
insecure 
 
  1 
 
 2 3 4 5 6 7 
45. I do not seek out my coach when things go wrong       1 
 
 2 3 4 5 6 7 
46. I get upset with my coach when I cannot get in touch 
with him/her for no apparent reason 
 
  1 
 
 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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When I train and compete… Not at all  
Very 
Much 
47. I feel satisfied with our coach-athlete relationship   1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
48. My coach-athlete relationship is much better than other 
coach-athlete relationships that I know 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
49. My coach-athlete relationship is close to ideal   1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
50.  My coach-athlete relationship makes me happy  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
51.  My coach-athlete relationship fulfils my needs  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
 
When I engage in disagreement and/or conflict 
 with my coach…. 
 Strongly        
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree  
Strongly  
Agree 
52. I try to investigate an issue with my coach to find a solution 
acceptable to us 
 
1 
 
2 3     4  5 6 7 
53. I generally try to satisfy the needs of my coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
54. I attempt to avoid being “put on the spot” and try to keep 
my conflict with my coach to myself 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
55.  I try to integrate my idea’s with those of my coach to come 
up with a decision jointly 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
56. I try to work with my coach to find a solution to a problem 
that satisfies our expectations  
 
1
1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
57. I usually avoid open discussion of my differences with my 
coach 
 
1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
58. I try to find a middle course to resolve an impasse  1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
59. I use my influence to get my idea’s accepted 
 
1 
 
 
       2              
        
3      4     5 6          7 
60. I use my authority to make a decision in my favour  1 
 
       2 3 4     5 6          7 
61.I usually accommodate the wishes of my coach  1 
 
2 3     4  5 6 7 
62. I give into the wishes of my coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
63. I exchange accurate information with my coach to solve a 
problem together 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
64. I usually allow concessions to my coach   1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
65. I usually propose a middle ground for breaking deadlocks 
 
1
  
 
     2 3 4 5 6 7 
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When I engage in disagreement and/or conflict  
with my coach…. 
Strongly  
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree  
Strongly  
Agree 
66. I negotiate with my coach so a compromise can be 
reached 
 
1 
 
        2 3 4 5   6 7 
67.  I try to stay away from disagreement with my coach  
 
1 
 
        2 3 4 5   6 7 
68. I avoid an encounter with my coach 
 
1 
 
 
       2              
        
3      4    5   6           7 
69.  I use my expertise to make a decision in my  favour  1 
 
       2 3 4 5   6 7 
70. I often go along with the suggestions of my coach 
 
1 
 
 
       2 3 4 5  6 7 
71. I use “ give and take” so a compromise can be made  1 
 
       2                      3 4 5  6 7 
72. I am generally firm in pursuing my side of an issue  1 
 
       2 3 4 5  6 7 
73. I try to bring all our concerns out in the open so that 
the issues can be resolved  in the best possible way 
 
1 
 
       2 3 4 5  6 7 
74. I collaborate with my coach to come up with decisions 
acceptable to us 
 
1 
 
        2 3 4 5  6 7 
75. I try to satisfy the expectations of my coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
76. I sometimes use my power to win a competitive 
situation 
 
1 
 
2 3     4  5 6 7 
77. I try to keep my disagreement with my coach to myself 
in order to avoid hard feelings  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
78. I try to avoid unpleasant exchanges with my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
79. I try to work with my coach for a proper understanding 
of a problem 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
When I am coached by my coach….. 
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree or 
Disagree         Strongly Agree 
80. I trust my coach   1 
 
2 3     4  5 6 7 
81. I like my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
82. I respect my coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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83.  I appreciate the sacrifices my coach has 
experienced to improve performance 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
84. I am close to my coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
85. I am committed to my coach   1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
86. I think that my sport career is promising with my 
coach 
 
 1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
87. I am at ease   1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
88. I am ready to do my best   1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
89. I am responsive to his/her efforts 
 
 1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
90. I adopt a friendly stance    
                 3 4 5 6 7 1            2 
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Appendix III (E): Phase 3- Coach Questionnaire 
 
 
Coach  ID:                                 Coach Questionnaire                                Date:                     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Instructions for completion: 
 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and your athlete. Please read carefully the statements and 
circle the answer that indicates whether you agree or disagree in regards to how you prefer to communicate and 
interact with your athlete. There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to the statements as honestly as 
possible and relevant to how you personally feel. Your responses are anonymous and completely confidential. 
Please respond to the questionnaire having in mind a particular athlete that you coach 
Please complete the information below: 
 
1. Your Age:______Years    
2. Your Gender:  M    F   
3. Please specify the sport you coach (most regularly): _______________________ 
4. How long have you been coaching your chosen sport? ______YRS ______ MONTHS 
5. How long have you been coaching your chosen athlete? ______YRS ______MONTHS 
6. On average, how many hours per week do you spend coaching your athlete?_____________ 
7. What is your athlete’s performance level? _______________________ 
University   Club  County/Regional  National  International          Other  …specify 
_______________________ 
Your athlete’s details:  
8.  Your athletes gender:              M         F                                                               
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When I coach….. Strongly 
Disagree 
Neither Agree or  
Disagree 
     Strongly 
Agree 
1.  I prefer to depend on myself than my athlete when  I 
encounter difficulties 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
2. I find that my athlete is reluctant to be as committed to 
me as I like 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
3. I am comfortable having my athlete depend on me  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
4.  I find it hard to trust my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
5. I worry that I won’t fulfil my athletes’ expectations  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
6. I know that my athlete is loyal to me  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
7. It is very important to me to feel independent from my 
athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
8. I worry a lot about my relationship with my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
9. I feel confident that our coach-athlete relationship will 
last 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
10. I do not feel comfortable sharing my thoughts and 
feelings with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
11. I often feel left out by my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
12. I find it easy to interact with my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
13. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on my athlete   1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
14. I often wonder if my athlete cares about me as a coach  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
15. I feel comfortable asking my athlete for help when I 
need it  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
16. I don’t usually discuss my problems or concerns  with 
my athlete 
 
1 
 
  2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I often worry that my athlete does not value me as much 
as I value him/her  
 
 1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
18. I trust my athlete to explore new skills for themselves   1 
 
 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I do not turn to my athlete for reassurance   1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
20. I worry a fair amount about my athlete leaving me to be 
coached elsewhere 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
21. I am comfortable depending on my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
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22. My athlete does not understand me and my needs as a 
coach 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
23. I want my athlete to show more commitment to me that 
he/she otherwise would 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
24. I know my athlete likes me  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
When I coach…. Strongly  
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree 
 
Strongly 
Agree 
25. It does not bother me that my athlete is not available 
when I need him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
26. I get frustrated when my athlete is not available when I 
need him/her  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
27. I know I can rely on my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
28. I  do not let my athlete know about the things that 
trouble me  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
29. If my athlete disapproves of me I feel really bad about 
myself  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
30. I trust that my athlete will always be available when I 
need him/her  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
31. I avoid discussing personal issues with my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
32. I am not sure if I can always depend on my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
33. I do not rely on my athlete when I have a problem to 
solve 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
34. I am concerned that my athlete will find another coach 
that he/she prefers 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
35. It’s no use letting my athlete know how I feel   1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
36. I often worry that my athlete does not want to be 
coached by me anymore 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
37. I do not turn to my athlete when I need to get 
something off my chest 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
38.  Sometimes I worry that my athlete is not as committed 
to me as I am to them 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
39. It is very important to me to feel independent and self 
sufficient as an athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
40. It is important to me that my athlete likes  me    1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
41. I do not feel confident that my athlete will  be there for 
me when I need him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
42. I worry that my athlete does not respect me as much 
as I respect him/her 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
43. I do not ask my athlete for advice and help  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
44. If my athlete is not around I feel somewhat anxious 
and insecure 
 
  1 
 
 2 3 4 5 6 7 
45. I do not seek out my athlete when things go wrong       1 
 
 2 3 4 5 6 7 
46. I get upset with my athlete  when I cannot get in touch 
with him/her for no apparent reason 
 
  1 
 
 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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When I coach…. Not at all  
Very 
Much 
47. I feel satisfied with our coach-athlete relationship   1 
 
2 3 4  5  6 7 
48. My coach-athlete relationship is much better than other 
coach-athlete relationships that I know 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
49. My coach-athlete relationship is close to ideal   1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
50.  My coach-athlete relationship makes me happy  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
51.  My coach-athlete relationship fulfils my needs  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
 
 
When I engage in disagreement and/or conflict 
 with my athlete 
 Strongly        
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree  
Strongly  
Agree 
52. I try to investigate an issue with my athlete to find a 
solution acceptable to us 
 
1 
 
2 3     4  5 6 7 
53. I generally try to satisfy the needs of my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
54. I attempt to avoid being “put on the spot” and try to keep 
my conflict with my athlete to myself 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
55.  I try to integrate my idea’s with those of my athlete to 
come up with a decision jointly 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
56. I try to work with my athlete to find a solution to a problem 
that satisfies our expectations  
 
1
1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
57. I usually avoid open discussion of my differences with my 
athlete 
 
1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
58. I try to find a middle course to resolve an impasse  1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
59. I use my influence to get my idea’s accepted 
 
1 
 
 
       2              
        
3      4     5 6          7 
60. I use my authority to make a decision in my favour  1 
 
       2 3 4     5 6          7 
61. I usually accommodate the wishes of my athlete  1 
 
2 3     4  5 6 7 
62. I give into the wishes of my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
63. I exchange accurate information with my athlete to solve a 
problem together 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
64. I usually allow concessions to my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
65. I usually propose a middle ground for breaking deadlocks 
 
1
  
 
     2 3 4 5 6 7 
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When I engage in disagreement and/or conflict  
with my athlete… 
Strongly  
Disagree 
Neither Agree or 
Disagree  
Strongly  
Agree 
66. I negotiate with my athlete so a compromise can be 
reached 
 
1 
 
        2 3 4 5   6 7 
67.  I try to stay away from disagreement with my athlete 
 
1 
 
        2 3 4 5   6 7 
68. I avoid an encounter with my athlete 
 
1 
 
 
       2              
        
3      4    5   6           7 
69.  I use my expertise to make a decision in my  favour  1 
 
       2 3 4 5   6 7 
70. I often go along with the suggestions of my athlete 
 
1 
 
 
       2 3 4 5  6 7 
71. I use “ give and take” so a compromise can be made  1 
 
       2                      3 4 5  6 7 
72. I am generally firm in pursuing my side of an issue  1 
 
       2 3 4 5  6 7 
73. I try to bring all our concerns out in the open so that 
the issues can be resolved  in the best possible way 
 
1 
 
       2 3 4 5  6 7 
74. I collaborate with my coach to come up with decisions 
acceptable to us 
 
1 
 
        2 3 4 5  6 7 
75. I try to satisfy the expectations of my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5  6 7 
76. I sometimes use my power to win a competitive 
situation 
 
1 
 
2 3     4  5 6 7 
77. I try to keep my disagreement with my athlete to 
myself in order to avoid hard feelings  
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
78. I try to avoid unpleasant exchanges with my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
79. I try to work with my athlete for a proper 
understanding of a problem 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
When I coach my athlete… 
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree or 
Disagree  Strongly Agree 
80. I trust my athlete   1 
 
2 3     4  5 6 7 
81. I like my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
82. I respect my athlete  1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
83.  I appreciate the sacrifices my athlete has 
experienced to improve performance 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
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84. I am close to my athlete 
 
1 
 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
85. I am committed to my athlete   1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
86. I think that my sport career is promising with my 
athlete  
 
 1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
87. I am at ease   1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
88. I am ready to do my best   1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
89. I am responsive to his/her efforts 
 
 1 
 
        2 3 4 5 6 7 
90. I adopt a friendly stance    
                 3 4 5 6 7 1            2 
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Appendix IV (A): Athlete Letter 
 
School of Sport, Exercise and Health Science 
Loughborough University, Leicestershire, UK, LE11 3TU 
 
 
Dear Athlete 
My name is Louise Davis and I am currently a PhD research student within the School of Sport, 
Exercise and Health Sciences at Loughborough University. Dr Sophia Jowett and I are conducting a 
study examining individual differences within the coach-athlete relationship. Specifically, this study is 
focused on how coaches’ interpersonal styles of relating, communicating and interacting influence such 
outcomes as the quality of your coach-athlete relationship, as well as your well-being.  
 
If you are involved in a sport at club level or a higher level of competition, and are currently or have 
recently been involved in a coach-athlete relationship for more than 2 months, we would like to invite 
you to participate in this research. Participation involves completing a questionnaire which should take 
no longer than 15 minutes to complete. Please note that the questionnaires are completely confidential 
and that you are free to withdraw from the study at any time. All we ask is that you complete the 
questionnaire independently from your coach. The findings should have significant and practical value 
to both coaches, athletes and for sport governing bodies alike. Therefore you will be making a valuable 
and much appreciated contribution towards this study.   
 
If you have any concerns regarding this study or would simply like to find out more information, please 
do not hesitate to contact me on 07979523138, or E-mail: L.roberts@lboro.ac.uk.  Alternatively you 
may contact the senior investigator, Dr Sophia Jowett at Loughborough University (01509 226331 or 
S.Jowett@lboro.ac.uk).  
 
We will be happy to supply you with a final report that contains the main findings from this research. If 
you wish to receive the report, please provide your contact details. 
 
With best wishes, 
Louise Davis 
297 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix IV (B): Athlete Questionnaire 
 
                                 Athlete Questionnaire                              Date:                     
 
 
 
 
 
Please complete the information below: 
 
1. Your Age:____Years    
2. Your Gender:  M   F   
3. Please specify the sport you are involved in (most regularly):_______________________ 
4. How long have you been participating in your chosen sport? _____YRS ______ MONTHS 
5. How long have you been with your current coach? ______YRS ______MONTHS 
6. On average, how many hours per week do you spend training? _____________ 
7. On average, how many hours per week do you spend with your coach? ________________ 
7. What is your performance level? Please tick the correct level below 
University   Club  County/Regional  National  International          Other  Please specify 
_______________________ 
Your coach’s details:  
8.  Your coach’s gender:              M         F                                                               
Instructions for completion: 
 
This questionnaire contains questions pertaining to you and your coach. Please read carefully the statements and 
circle the appropriate answer. The questions in this questionnaire are concerned with (a) how you prefer to 
communicate, relate and interact with your coach and (b) how you generally feel about yourself and how satisfied you 
are with certain aspects of your sport. There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to the statements as 
honestly as possible and relevant to how you personally feel. Your responses are anonymous and completely 
confidential. Where instructed, please respond to questions having in mind your principal sports coach.  
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Note: Whilst considering your principal sports coach and using the scale below, please indicate your 
level of agreement with each statement from Not at All (1) to Very Much (7) 
 
 
 
1. To what extent could you turn to your coach for advice 
about problems?  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. To what extent could you count on your coach for help with 
a problem? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. To what extent can you count on your coach to help you if a 
family member very close to you died? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. If you wanted to do something different in a training 
session, how confident are you that your coach would be 
willing to do something with you? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. To what extent can you count on your coach to listen to you 
when you are very angry with someone else? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. To what extent can you really count on your coach to 
distract you from your worries when you feel under stress? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. How positive a role does your coach play in your sporting 
life? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. How positive a role does your coach play in your life 
generally? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. How significant is this relationship in your sporting life? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. How close will your relationship be with your coach in 
two to three years? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. How much would you miss your coach if the two of you 
could not see or talk with each other for a month? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. How responsible do you feel for the happiness and satisfaction 
that your coach receives from coaching or sport more generally? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. How often do you need to work hard to avoid conflict with 
your coach? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. How upset does your coach sometimes make you feel? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. How much would you like your coach to change? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. How angry does your coach make you feel? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. How much do you argue with your coach? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. How often does your coach make you feel angry? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at All 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
Sometimes 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
Very Much 
7 
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 Note: Whilst considering your principal sports coach and using the scale below, please indicate your 
level of agreement with each statement from Very Strongly Disagree (1) to Very Strongly Agree (7) 
 
 
 
Note: The next set of statements ask you to consider how satisfied you are with particular aspects of 
your sport. Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to how satisfied you are ranging from 
Very Strongly Dissatisfied (1) to Very Strongly Satisfied (7) 
Very Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Very Slightly 
Agree 
2 
Slightly 
Agree 
3 
Moderately 
Agree 
4 
Mostly 
Agree 
5 
Strongly 
Agree 
6 
Very Strongly 
Agree 
7 
19. I don’t usually discuss my problems or concerns with my 
coach 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I do not turn to my coach for reassurance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. I avoid discussing personal issues with my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. I do not rely on my coach when I have a problem to solve 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. I do not turn to my coach when I need to get something 
off my chest 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. I do not ask my coach for advice and help 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. I do not seek out my coach when things go wrong 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. I often wonder if my coach cares about me as an athlete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. I often worry that my coach does not value me as much as 
I value him/her 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. I worry a fair amount about my coach leaving me to 
coach elsewhere 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. I am concerned that my coach will find another athlete 
that he/she prefers  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. I often worry that my coach does not want to coach me 
anymore 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
31. Sometimes I worry that my coach is not as committed to 
me as I am to them 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
32. I worry that my coach does not respect me as much as I 
respect him/her 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
33. I know that my coach is loyal to me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
34. I feel confident that our coach-athlete relationship will 
last 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
35. I find it easy to interact with my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
36. I know my coach likes me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
37. I know I can rely on my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Note: Each statement below concerns how you generally conduct yourself (as a sports 
person) in relation to your sport (training and competition). Using the scale provided below, 
please indicate the extent to which you Very Strongly Disagree (1) or Very Strongly Agree 
(7) with each of the statements. 
Very Strongly 
Dissatisfied 
1 
Very Slightly 
Satisfied 
2 
Slightly 
Satisfied 
3 
Moderately 
Satisfied 
4 
Mostly 
Satisfied 
5 
Strongly 
Satisfied 
6 
Very Strongly 
Satisfied 
7 
38. The degree of which I have reached my performance goals 
during the season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
39. The improvement in my performance over the previous 
season 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
40. The improvement in my skill level thus far 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
41. The recognition I receive from my coach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
42. The friendliness of the coach towards me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
43. The level of appreciation my coach shows when I do well 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
44. My coach’s loyalty towards me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
45. The extent to which the coach is behind me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
46. The training I receive from the coach during the season 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
47. The instruction I have received from the coach this season 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
48. The coach’s teaching of tactics and techniques of my sport 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Very Slightly 
Agree 
2 
Slightly 
Agree 
3 
Moderately 
Agree 
4 
Mostly 
Agree 
5 
Strongly 
Agree 
6 
Very Strongly 
Agree 
7 
49. I refuse things that are bad for me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
50. I am lazy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
51. I say inappropriate things 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
52. I do certain things that are bad for me, if they are fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
53. I have trouble concentrating. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
54. I often act without thinking through all the alternatives. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
55. I am good at resisting temptation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
56. People would say that I have iron self-discipline. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
57. Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from getting work done 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
58. I have a hard time breaking bad habits 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Note: The next set of statements asks you to consider yourself and how you generally feel 
towards your sport. Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you Very 
Strongly Disagree (1) to Very Strongly Agree (7) with each of the statements. 
 
 
 
59. I am able to work effectively towards long term goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
60. Sometimes I can’t stop myself from doing something, even if I 
know it is wrong 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
61. I wish I had more self discipline 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
        
62. This sport is in harmony with the other activities in my 
life 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
63. I have difficulties controlling my urge to do my sport 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
64. The new things that I discover with this sport allow me to 
appreciate it even more 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
65. I have almost an obsessive feeling for this sport. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
66. This sport reflects the qualities I like about myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
67. This sport allows me to live a variety of experiences. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
68. This sport is the only thing that really turns me on. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
69. My sport is well integrated in my life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
70. If I could, I would only do my sport. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
71. My sport is in harmony with other things that are part of 
me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
72. This sport is so exciting that I sometimes lose control over 
it. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
73. I have the impression that my sport controls me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
74. I spend a lot of time doing this sport. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
75. I like this sport. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
76. This sport is important for me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
77. This sport is a passion for me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Very Slightly 
Agree 
2 
Slightly 
Agree 
3 
Moderately 
Agree 
4 
Mostly 
Agree 
5 
Strongly 
Agree 
6 
Very Strongly 
Agree 
7 
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Note: The following questions consist of a number of words that describe different feelings and 
emotions. Using the scale below, please indicate the appropriate answer to how you have felt 
whilst participating in your sport and especially during the past three weeks from Not at All (1) 
to Extremely (5).  
 
 
78. Interested 1 2   3 4 5 
79. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5 
80. Excited 1 2 3 4 5 
81. Upset 1 2 3 4 5 
82. Strong 1 2 3 4 5 
83. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5 
84. Scared 1 2 3 4 5 
85. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 
86. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 
87. Proud 1 2 3 4 5 
88. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5 
89. Alert 1 2 3 4 5 
90. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5 
91. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5 
92. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 
93. Determined 1 2 3 4 5 
94. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5 
95. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5 
96. Active 1 2 3 4 5 
97. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5 
         Not at All 
 
1 
A Little 
 
2 
Moderately  
 
3 
Quite a Bit 
 
4 
Extremely 
 
5 
